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Introduction 
 
 
The job of an intellectual does not consist in moulding the political will of 
others. It is a matter of performing analyses in his or her fields, of interrogating 
anew the evidence and the postulates, of shaking up habits, ways of acting and 
thinking, of dispelling commonplace beliefs, of talking a new measure of rules 
and institutions… it is a matter of participating in the formation of a political 
will, where [the intellectual] is called to perform a role as citizen.1 
 
- Michel Foucault, Remarks on Marx, 1978   
 
 
It is not an easy task to analyse Lithuanian artefacts from the Soviet period.  On the one hand, 
it is still rather common to consider Central Eastern European art of the Communist era a very 
homogeneous occurrence, so there is clearly a lack of research that compares the various 
national discourses of the former USSR countries and how they differ or overlap. On the other 
hand, in Lithuania, ideological and nationalistic contexts often become a central theme 
oversimplifying the discourse while constructing narratives of ‘conformable’ (‘official’, ‘less 
valuable’) or ‘dissident’ (‘non-official’, ‘in search for freedom’) artistic practices, but at the 
same time making political and moral judgements (not necessarily intentionally).  Therefore, 
still an inadequate amount of studies have been done to analyse the art of the Soviet period 
in Lithuania and there is evidently a focus on the formation of a ‘national history of art’, while 
for me it should be clearly understood that nationality is a political construct. Overall, this 
situation indicates a complicated relation with the art of the Soviet past and even more so 
with still living Soviet cultural heritage.  
The above specified issues can explain the complexity of the ongoing problematic 
debates related to the four Socialist-Realist statues that decorate the Green Bridge in the city 
centre of Vilnius in Lithuania. The statues were not removed from the pedestals when 
Lithuania recovered its independence from the USSR in the 1990s, as monuments of Lenin or 
Stalin were eliminated from public spaces in that period. Therefore, at the moment both the 
                                               
1 Foucault 1991, pp.11-12 
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Lithuanian government and art historians face ambiguous problems related to the renovation 
of the sculptures that are currently in a critical condition. The main and widely escalated 
question in Lithuanian media is: should these sculptures that represent Socialist working-class 
people of the Soviet Union stay in the city centre and be renovated using tax-payers money 
as preserved heritage representing Lithuanian history? Or, are they the signs of Communism 
and oppression and should rather be removed just as monuments of the USSR leaders were 
removed a few decades ago? Both sides have reasonable arguments and the subject, without 
a doubt, is a complicated and extremely politicized one, especially considering the current 
political situation of the Russian military intervention in Ukraine. However, in general, it 
perfectly represents all of the problematic issues that certain forms of art can raise, forcing 
contemporary art historians to consider problems related to politics, interculturality, heritage, 
meaning and interpretation, identity, memory or objectivity, while also taking into account 
how closely this concern is linked with social history and architectural history. Moreover, it 
also should be stated that a historical way of studying these artefacts simply as the examples 
of the style of Socialist-Realism, or to making an analysis based on nationalistic discourses are 
not enough any longer either. Other, more critical theoretical framings should be considered 
when debates of the issues related to an ideological art and heritage of the Soviet Union 
cause divisions of people not only in Lithuania but also in other former USSR countries in this 
Post-Socialist condition.  
I need to emphasise that in this final proof of my Master Art History I do not intend to 
solve the problem related to the Green Bridge sculptures, as clearly there is no ‘right’ way to 
determine the legitimacy of the Socialist-Realist Soviet monumental heritage in public spaces 
in Vilnius. Rather, it is my aim to disclose the complexity of the issue through the analysis of 
various discourses, also showcasing how art territory engaging with the political could cause 
diverse corresponding attitudes and conflicts because of an infinite and ultimate power it 
embodies. Therefore, the main focus of this thesis will revolve around the question: What 
arguments are offered to support the idea of the removal of the sculptures from the city centre of 
Vilnius and what opposing contra-arguments might be suggested to claim that the whole 
sculptural ensemble should be kept as a part of preserved heritage? As the issue is very closely 
linked to the concept of identity in a Post-Socialist situation, my research will also concentrate 
on the following sub-question: Is it reasonable to compare Post-Soviet and Postcolonial 
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conditions, and what could be added to the Post-Socialist discourse by Postcolonialist theories 
while analysing problematic issues of monumental heritage in Lithuania?  While, as mentioned 
previously, currently Lithuanian mass media escalates towards a narrow two-sided political 
‘preserve vs. remove’ polemic, the other sub-question will be: Are there any alternatives to this 
problematic issue and what kind of solution could be offered by contemporary artists? The most 
recent decision made by the State Cultural Heritage Board in February, 2015 was to keep the 
statues and preserve them as heritage objects (however, the issue was not completely 
resolved).  This decision was harshly criticised by people who identify themselves as patriots 
and also by certain Right-wing parties.  Thus the final sub-question that will reflect on the 
topic and sum up the study is: Are the art professionals, art critics or artistic practices in Lithuania 
capable of providing an ‘objective’ solution to the indicated problem that is fundamentally loaded 
with ideological meanings and substantially politicized considering current political 
circumstances?  
 
Structure of thesis 
 
The thesis is divided ‘colourfully’ into three main chapters: ‘GREEN.’, ‘RED!’, and ‘PINK?’. The 
colours and punctuation indicate the polemics and rhetoric of the debate.  
Chapter ‘GREEN.’ will review the historical background of the bridge giving an 
overview of its construction and development based on the studies of renowned Lithuanian 
art historian Vladas Drema, art history professor and member of the State Cultural Heritage 
Board Marija Dremaite, architect Linas Mackevicius and historian Aida Sinkeviciute. I will also 
pay attention to the artists of the monumental sculptures. 
The chapter entitled ‘RED!’ will focus on the comparison of arguments from both sides, 
examining the monuments in their relation to Lithuania’s history of occupation and 
complicated political aspects, emphasizing on how there are many levels of interpretation 
while analysing art objects as time-factored symbols of culture. This chapter will contain the 
analysis of the iconography of Socialist-Realism and the Green Bridge. The main focus for 
theoretical discussion in the first sub-chapter will rely on Victoria E. Bonnell’s Iconography of 
Power (1997) and her thoughts on representation of a New Soviet Man identity. Boris Groys’ 
ideas and Clement Greenberg’s thoughts on Kitsch will be brought into the discussion when 
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analysing Communistic art. We will see how monuments were being infiltrated into public 
spaces for an institutionalisation of the system aiming to demonstrate power and Soviet 
control of the conquered territory. Possible benefits of introducing a Postcolonial discourse 
will be discussed based on theories of Homi Bhabha, and also taking into account the 
influential book Baltic Postcolonialism (2006) by Violeta Kelertas. The discussion on Post-
Socialist identity and its In-between position then will be related to the Lithuanian cultural 
television programme ‘Alchemija LXVI’ by Lithuanian journalist Rytis Zemkauskas, where the 
‘Western perspective’ on the issue of the Green Bridge was revealed. These sub-chapters will 
mainly explain the arguments for the removal of the sculptures. The next sub-chapters will 
reflect on the subjects of memory and heritage. Alois Riegl’s theory in The Modern Cult of 
Monuments (1903) will be used to define the monumental value of the Green Bridge statues, 
also indicating the reasons why they should be considered heritage objects and stay in the 
city centre. Duncan S. A. Bell’s writings will help to uncover Lithuanian nationalistic 
tendencies and a collective memory of the Soviet past. Finally, the last sub-chapter will 
specify the dangers of the two-sided and political ‘remove or preserve’ dispute drawing from 
the specific iconoclastic examples of the former USSR countries: ‘Bronze night’ in Tallinn in 
2007 and the fall of the monument to Lenin in Kiev in 2013.   
The aim of the chapter ‘PINK?’ is to propose a wider-ranging interdisciplinary approach 
for the analysis of the Green Bridge sculptures. Alternative methods of resolving the issue will 
be questioned, aiming to go beyond already mentioned political contexts, suggesting new 
possible ways to interpret artefacts from the Soviet period. The first sub-chapter will overview 
the new occurrence of Soviet-Realist theme parks in Vilnius and Budapest: Grutas Park and 
Memento Park. The main focus for a theoretical framework will be the essay ‘Simulacra and 
Simulations’ (1981) by Jean Baudrillard, Aro Velmet’s paper ‘Occupied identities: national 
narratives in Baltic museums of occupations’ (2011) and Hedvig Turai’s ‘Past Unmastered: Hot 
and Cold Memory in Hungary’ (2009). The latter claims that these parks, aiming to attract 
Western tourists, reveal a confused reflection of collective memory and encourage a 
psychological distancing and subconscious suppression of the Communist past. The next 
sub-chapters will offer examples of contemporary artistic practises that concentrate on 
themes of memory and Post-Socialist identity. Such Lithuanian artists as Deimantas 
Narkevicius or Gediminas Urbonas and their work will be discussed in relation to the Green 
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Bridge sculptures. Moreover, I will use a semiotic approach for the analysis, based on 
Mythologies (1957) by Roland Barthes. Overall, the importance of contemporary artistic 
practices and their abilities of meaning transformation will be emphasised and offered as an 
alternative to the simplified ‘remove or preserve’ outlook when discussing the fate of 
totalitarian regime heritage in a present day Post-socialist public spaces. 
Ultimately, the conclusion ‘Plato’s Ideal City: Political Decisions & Objectivity in Post-
Soviet Vilnius’ will examine the verdict made by the Department of Cultural Heritage under 
the Ministry of Culture and its political aspects, also questioning the possibility of objectivity 
when debating the solution for the indicated problem. In order to reflect upon the theme of 
objectivity, Satya P. Mohanty’s text ‘Can our values be objective? On Ethics, Aesthetics, and 
Progressive Politics’ (2001) and Donald Preziosi’s ‘Plato’s Dilemma and the Tasks of the Art 
Historian Today’ (2009) will be reviewed. Finally, the conclusion will also critically engage with 
the research results disclosing the complexity of the analysed Green Bridge problem. 
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1. GREEN.  
The Oldest Bridge in Vilnius: Historical Background 
 
 
The first record of the bridge in Vilnius crossing river Neris near the road to Ukmerge dates 
back to the 14th century as sources mention a wooden construction taken down by a flood in 
1386. A greater part of historical information related to the bridge can be found in the 
archives in Moscow and Saint Petersburg, while the most comprehensive information of the 
bridge in Lithuania is provided by Vladas Drema in Lost Vilnius (1991) and by Aida Sinkeviciute 
in her thesis Lietuvos tiltų statybos raida ir architektūros bruožai2 (2012). From their writings it is 
certain that the bridge in its current spot was commissioned by Grand Duke Sigismund I the 
Old of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania in the 16th century and the construction was supervised 
by the castellan Ulryk Hozjusz. The bridge was wooden and built on brick piers with shops on 
its sides, gates on the both ends and rooms for customs officers as it was expected that 
customs revenue would defray the construction costs. According to Sinkeviciute, it might be 
claimed that Hozjusz’ bridge was the first, the oldest and quite possibly the most significant 
bridge in Vilnius.3 There are not many studies based on cartographical recourses of Vilnius 
around that period but the bridge with shops on the sides could be identified in the third 
volume of the Braun-Hogenberg City Atlas (1581) (Fig.1) where the network of streets, urban 
situation and poly-central character of Vilnius are revealed.4  
Lithuanian architect Linas Mackevicius in one of his documentaries on Vilnius stated 
that in 1655 Janusz Radziwill’s army burnt down the bridge in defence of the Muscovites.5 A 
royal colonel and engineer Giambattista Frediani offered his wooden bridge project and the 
construction works that began in the spring of 1671 took two years to complete. Mackevicius 
noted that “The structure must have been truly spectacular as its height aligned to the 
sanctuaries towers and there was a cross-piece in the middle. Yet already in 1673 flood with 
rushing ice took down the new bridge. […] The possibility to build a new structure on the 
Hozjusz’s piers came round only 6 years later.” 6 The new bridge became unsafe again in 1732 
                                               
  
 
 
 
2 Bridges in Lithuania: construction development and architectural features, translation GJ
3 Sinkeviciute 2012, p.16
4 Rakevicius 2010, p.20
5 Mackevicius 2013
6 Ibid. 
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and  people  turned  back  to  ferry  services. According  to  Drema, the newly  rebuilt  wooden
bridge was  painted  green  and  for  the  first  time  in  history  recorded  as  the  Green  Bridge  in 
1759.7 However,  the  information  about  the colour green  differs  in  various  sources. For
example,  Jurgis  Bielinis in Lietuvos  TSR  istorijos  ir  kulturos  paminklu  savadas argued  that  the
bridge  was  painted  in  17398, Sinkeviciute referred  to  some  sources  emphasizing the  year 
17669 while Mackevicius mentioned that the bridge was named the 'Green Bridge' in 1733.10
  The  appearance  of  the  bridge  is depicted  by Juozapas  Peska (1767-1831) in  his 
watercolour  painting The  Green  Bridge (Fig.2) in  1808,  just  before the  bridge  was  burnt  by
retreating  Russian  army in  1812.  Thus, Napoleon  soldiers had  to  use a  temporary  pontoon
bridge.  The  Green  Bridge  was  rebuilt  only  after  the  war  and  constantly  mended,  especially 
after  the disastrous  floods  in 1828,  1848  and 1857. Mackevicius argues  that “It  was  obvious 
that  the  wooden bridge  can  no  longer  satisfy  the  needs  of  a  rapidly  growing  industrial  city
and  Hozjusz’s  piers  could  no  longer  withhold the  increased  loads”.11 Therefore, according  to 
Sinkeviciute, a  new  bridge  project  was prepared  by  the famous leading engineer,  designer 
and  scientist from  Saint  Petersburg, Nikolay  Belelyubsky (1845-1922) in  1894,  with metal
constructions  being  casted  at  the  Saint Petersburg’s  Putilov  factory (Fig.3).12 As  Mackevicius
notes,  “3  years  later  an  imposing  3000  soldiers military  parade  marched over  newly  opened 
bridge […] truly exclusive with single 87-metres long span held on two metal trusses; it also 
had city’s coat of arms decorating both ends and metal plaques praising the bridge builders” 
(Fig.4). 13 On 15 June 1940, the Republic of Lithuania was occupied by the Soviet Union and 
during the war the bridge and several other strategic constructions were blown up by 
German armed forces (Fig.5).   
 The Green Bridge was renamed to the General Ivan Chernyakhovsky Bridge in 1948. 
Architectural historian and Secretary General of the Lithuanian National Commission for 
UNESCO Marija Dremaite claims that the initial proposed project for the bridge reconstruction 
                                               
7 Drema 1991, p.376  
8 Bielinis 1988, pp.126-127 
9 Sinkeviciute 2012, p.17 
10 Mackevicius 2013 
11 Ibid. 
12 Sinkeviciute 2012, p.18 
13 Mackevicius 2013  
Kebeikis 2010: An extensive collection of photographs showcasing the development of the Green Bridge 
could be found in an online album Lietuvos tiltu istorija ikonografijoje by Henrikas Kebeikis.  
 10  
in 1947 included classicist decorations, pillars, obelisks, flags and symbols that glorified the 
Red Army and its victory over Nazi Germany. Yet, for reasons unknown, the project was 
changed and prepared by Projektstalkonstrukcija institute in Leningrad in 1948. The metal 
bridge was 102.9 metres long, 24 metres high, 15 metres wide and decorated with four 
Socialist-Realist compositions created by the most famous local sculptors in 1952 (Fig.6).14  
The new name honoured the Red Army General Chernyakhovsky (1906-1945) who was 
claimed to have ‘liberated Vilnius from the Nazis’. According to Dremaite, the bridge was built 
as a part of the architectural ensemble of Chernyakhovsky’s Square15, Lenin Square,16 Lenin 
Prospect17, Opera and Ballet Theatre and other important governmental buildings, following 
the Moscow Master Plan from 1935.18  
Sculptural compositions on pedestals include: a. Industry and Construction by 
Napoleonas Petrulis (1909-1985) and Bronius Vysniauskas (1923-2015) (Fig.7), b. Agriculture by 
Bernardas Bucas (1903-1979) and Petras Vaivada (1906-1989) (Fig.8), c. Guarding Peace by 
Bronius Pundzius (1907-1959) (Fig.9) and d. Youth of Education by Juozas Mikenas (1901-1964) 
and Juozas Kedainis (1915-1998) (Fig.10). All of the artists were graduates from Kaunas Art 
School (the only Art school in Lithuania during that period) and concentrated mainly on 
monumental work. Mikenas, however, is considered the most prominent figure. Mikenas 
graduated from Kaunas Art School in 1926 and studied Fine Arts and Sculpture at the College 
of the Applied Arts in Paris in 1927-1931. Mikenas’ sculptural works and drawings of the 
earlier period are distinguishable by neo-classical tendencies of French and Russian 
modernism, depicting life-size female figures, images of saints, angels and soldiers while 
some features of Post-Cubism and Lithuanian folk art can also be detected (e.g. the rather 
famous sculpture ‘Rupintojelis’ that won a golden medal at the ‘Arts et techniques’ exhibition 
in Paris in 1937). In 1945 Mikenas was appointed professor at the Lithuanian institute of Art 
and focused on monumental and heroic statues receiving the State Stalin Prize in 1947.19 
Works of Mikenas, Petrulis, Vysniauskas, Bucas, Vaivada, Pundzius and Kedainis offer some 
                                               
14 Dremaite 2014 
15 The Square was renamed to Chernyakhovsky’s Square in 1945. After Lithuania regained its independence from 
the USSR in 1990, it was changed to Municipality’s Square. From the year 2007 it is called Vincas Kudirka Square.   
16 From 1991 called Lukiskiu Square 
17 From 1989 called Gediminas Prospect Vilnius 
18 Dremaite 2014 
19 Budrys 1961 
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clear examples of Socialist-Realist style of that period as the massive decorative monumental 
sculptures depicted typical strong, harmonious, graceful, self-contained but at the same time 
dynamic and expressive figures.
The  bridge  regained  the 'Green  Bridge'  name  in  1991  after  Lithuania  recovered  its
independence  from  the  USSR. The  bridge, together  with the four sculptural ensembles is 
enlisted  as  the  State  Protected  object  of  Cultural  Heritage  in  the  State  Cultural  Heritage
Registry (Fig.11).20 These four Socialist-Realist sculptures represent the four central, most vital 
and idealised  groups  of  socialist  classes of  the  Soviet  Union:  industrial  workers,  agricultural 
workers, young educated students and soldiers. A deeper analysis of the sculptures within the 
discourse  of  Socialist-Realist  art  in the Stalinist  period  and  the context  of Lithuanian
occupation will be the subject of the next chapter.  
 
                                               
20 State Cultural Heritage Registry Catalogue 2015 
Unique object code: 8048 (the bridge),  
Unique object codes: 23573 (a), 23574 (b), 23575 (c), 23576 (d) (the sculptures). 
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2. RED!  
Art as History: Layers of Interpretations  
 
To articulate the past historically does not mean to recognise it ‘the way it 
really was’ (Ranke). It means to seize hold of a memory as it flashes up at the 
moment of danger.21 
 
- Walter Benjamin, Thesis on the Philosophy of History, 1969 
 
In the chapter ‘RED!’, I will take a closer look at the Green Bridge statues through the notion of 
‘Art as History’. In other words, I will analyse the historicity of sculptures based on the concept 
that their meaning is an embodiment and manifestation of a specific time period and its 
ideals. Donald Preziosi analysing art historical practice in ‘Art History: Making the Visible 
Legible’ (1998) noted that over the past several centuries there has been a virtually universal 
agreement that “works of ‘art’ are uniquely privileged in the degree to which they are able to 
communicate, symbolize, express, or embody certain deep or fundamental truths about their 
makers or sources, whether that be a single person or an entire culture of people.”22 This 
perception of the bridge statues as ‘time-factored’ objects, that legitimately express 
‘fundamental truths and beliefs’ of a certain group of people,  is certainly the core issue of the 
Green Bridge debate. The following paragraphs will follow this notion and reveal why people, 
who perceive the sculptures as the representation of the Soviet period in Lithuania, suggest 
they are supposed to be removed from the city centre. In the final sub-chapters, however, I 
will claim that even though sculptures could be considered the embodiment of that 
particular period, it does not necessarily validate their elimination.       
 
 
2.1 Political Socialist-Realism:  
New Soviet Man & Kitschy Totalitarian Iconography of Power 
 
The Secretary of the Communist Party and Stalin’s chief Cultural Commissar Andrei Zhdanov 
gave a speech in the first Congress of Soviet Writers in Moscow in 1934 that indicated a clear 
                                               
21 Benjamin 1969, p.255 
22 Preziosi 1998, p.13 
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shift from the literature and art of the 1920s (modernist, formalist) to the fundamentally 
determined and Party-controlled Socialist-Realism, as the only ‘appropriate’ art form for the 
essential role of designing a socialist mentality in the Eastern Block. Subsequently, in 1935 the 
Moscow Master Plan was also issued determining the monumental architectural practise that 
supposed to function as a symbol of the Soviet state power. A valuable research is presented 
in Socialist Spaces (2002) by David Crowley and Susan E. Reid where they note that “Space was 
a socialising project that undertook the formation of a new kind of person or moral subject. 
New ways of organising the home, the workplace or the street would, it was claimed, produce 
new social relations that would, in turn, produce a new consciousness.”23 Thus, aiming to 
change people’s ideas, the Party must have changed their material surroundings first: “the 
architectural form of the city and planning of urban space were vested with a social-
transformative role in the lives of its residents. The configuration of cities was the strongest 
factor for organising the psyche of the masses.”24  
Accordingly, the same strategies were applied in Lithuania. Vilnius was announced an 
official capital of Lithuanian Soviet Socialist Republic after it was occupied by the Red Army in 
July 1940.  After the World War II, a new face of the city had to be created. The five years 
between 1947 and 1952 could be considered the first stage of Vilnius’ Sovietisation as this 
period saw pervasive efforts to infiltrate everyday spaces with ideological meanings. A 
significant study of Vilnius public space in that period is introduced by Rasa Antanaviciute in 
her paper ‘Five years of Stalin’s rule’ (2009). While I do not intend to go deeper into an analysis 
of Stalinist architecture, urban town planning and construction of Socialist spaces in Vilnius, it 
is important to emphasize how the formation of public environment played a significant role 
in shaping Socialist identity in the USSR. According to Antanaviciute, during the span of five 
years, the space of Vilnius centre was reorganised according to the Moscow Plan and Stalin’s 
urban development ideas:  the general city development plan was prepared, streets were 
renamed, old monuments were demolished and new ones were built, functions of buildings 
were rearranged and the new city centre, made of two main transportation arteries, was 
formed. “The second artery, going from the railway station to Kalvariju market, was supplied 
with a new station building and Stalin’s monument in front of it in 1950, and the four 
                                               
23 Crowley, Reid 2002, p.15 
24 Ibid., p.11 
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decorative sculptural groups on the Green Bridge in 1952.”25 Antanaviciute also argues that 
new monuments built in Vilnius at that period only had one function; they supposed to serve 
as propaganda tools for the establishment of Lithuanian position in the Soviet hierarchical 
system, and to depict Communist ideology: “The legibility of these signs of power was 
facilitated by using uniform means of expression (multiplied statues, iconic resemblance and 
typical images of heroes) […] All this had to ensure that inhabitants of the new Soviet capital 
city will understand the new ideological signs in the same – right – way.”26  
 At this point, it is clear that the Green Bridge sculptures, as part of a Party-determined 
architectural ensemble are loaded with political implications. The four statues seem to be a 
particularly good example of Zhdanovian Socialist-Realism. In an earlier mentioned speech, 
Zhdanov declared:  
 
In our country the main heroes [of literature or art] are the active builders of a 
new life – working men and women, men and women collective farmers, Party 
members, business managers, engineers, members of the Young Communist 
League, Pioneers. Such are the chief types and the chief heroes […] 
impregnated with enthusiasm and the spirit of heroic deeds. […] optimistic in 
essence […] it is serving a new cause – socialist construction. […] it must be a 
romanticism of a new type, revolutionary romanticism. […] Our Party […] 
continues to unite […] practical spirit with broad vision, […] [art or literature] 
should be able to portray our heroes […] glimpse our tomorrow. This will be no 
utopian dream. 27 
 
Indeed, the sculptures represent ‘builders of a new life’ and visually declare a newly shaped 
Socialist identity in Vilnius. In her book Iconography of Power (1997) Victoria E. Bonnell 
analyses Soviet political posters under Lenin and Stalin, arguing that all official imagery in the 
Soviet Union of that period belonged to a vast propaganda effort to create a new Homo 
                                               
25 Antanaviciute 2009, p.168 
26 Ibid., p.166 
27 Zhdanov 1934, pp. 410-411 
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Sovieticus.28 I would like to argue that a New Soviet Man identity represented in the Green 
Bridge sculptures disclose the same symbolic iconography of power that functioned as a tool 
to transmit Party’s Socialist ideals, values and cultural norms. Thus, this iconography of 
forcibly induced power during Vilnius’ Sovietisation is one of the main arguments why 
Lithuanian nationalists or patriots suggest the removal of the sculptures. 
The well-known (even though sometimes criticised) iconographic method used by 
Bonnell and, of course, borrowed from Erwin Panofsky,29 is applicable for the further analysis 
of the Green Bridge statues. The method is useful precisely because of the common symbolic 
Socialist-Realist New Soviet Man representations that functioned as ‘icons’ indicating the State 
power and the Communist ideas. The Green Bridge sculptural ensemble includes these 
symbolic ‘icons’ that were very recognisable in the Eastern Block, based on gender and 
purpose within a Socialist class:  
1. Bolshevik male hero (Rabochiy): 
1.1 Factory worker (the ‘icon’ that evolved from Kuznets - Blacksmith) (Fig.7),  
1.2 Collective farm worker (Kolkhoznik) (Fig.8),  
1.3 The Red Army soldier (Soldat) (Fig.9),  
1.4 Man of the Young Communist League (Komsomolets ) (Fig.10). 
2. Bolshevik female hero (Rabotnitsa):  
2.1 Collective farm worker (Kolkhoznitsa) (Fig.8),  
2.2 Woman of the Young Communist League (Komsomolka) (Fig.10).  
 
The whole combination of these idealised groups of Socialist people represents ‘iconic’ and 
heroic model, an ideal type – Tipazh.30  
                                               
 
 
28 Bonnell 1997, Zinoviev 1985: Bonnell uses the term Homo Sovieticus as a synonym for a New Soviet Man which 
is not a correct approach. Homo Sovieticus as a term (or more like a metaphor), describing a communist mindset
of the masses in the Soviet Union, was firstly introduced by philosopher and sociologist Alexander Zinoviev in 
the book Homo Sovieticus in 1982. The word contained negative connotations and meant to reveal ‘the real 
outcome’ of the Soviet identity construct as oppose to the Party advocated New Soviet Man. Thus, Homo 
Sovieticus is more like an antonym, a sarcastic term that implies criticism for Communism. In my further analysis I
use New Soviet Man referring to an archetype of a person, ‘pursuable identity’ that was promoted by ideologists
of the Communist Party.
29 Panofsky 1962
30 Russian translations GJ and V. E. Bonnell  
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According to Bonnell, when Bolsheviks came to power in 1917, “they set about 
identifying and promoting their own heroes”.31 With encouragement from Lenin, party 
members realised that the key aspect of their campaign should be the creation of compelling 
visual symbols (posters or monuments) implanting loyalty in the semiliterate Russian 
population that was accustomed to visual imagery of the old regime and the Orthodox 
Church. “Before long, a new iconography had arisen in Soviet Russia, with its own distinctive 
lexicon and syntax. As in the religious art of the Orthodox tradition, a set of standardised 
images was created depicting worker-heroes (saints).”32 The key image of ‘the worker’ - 
Kuznets (essentially male, depicted as a blacksmith) emerges around that period.  As noted by 
Bonnell, a blacksmith is notable from Slavic folklore and is thought “to possess concealed 
sacred abilities.”33 However, the 1930s marked the First Five Year plan, Zhdanov’s famous 
speech and determined a revaluation of Kuznets image in the Stalinist Soviet Society:  
 
Workers are presented in groups rather than individually […] Instead of 
subsuming all workers into a single image of the blacksmith [artists] began to 
portray workers as miners, construction workers, metalworkers, and so on […] 
The new Soviet man – the worker-hero of the Stalin era – was a perpetual builder 
of socialism, and he was usually shown in motion […] depicted as larger than life 
[…] carrying a book in one hand and gesturing forward with the other [also the 
pose of Lenin]. His intense expression and direct gaze […] indicate strong 
emotion and determination. He is the prototype for the new Soviet man.34 
 
Clearly, the Green Bridge sculptures were composed according to this system, following 
classic examples of Socialist-Realist iconography. Sculpture Industry and Construction (Fig.7) 
depicts two industrial factory workers, with their roots in Kuznets symbolism. They confront 
spectators with a penetrating, direct stare and heroic posture. Men’s lean figures hold 
working tools and exemplify dedication, maturity, experience, while one of them has his left 
arm thrust forward in a gesture of triumph. They are a clear example of a New Soviet Man – 
                                               
31 Bonnell 1997, pp.22-23 
32 Ibid., p.22 
33 Ibid., p.30 
34 Ibid., pp.35-41 
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handsome, heroic, ambitious, energetic and hard-working. The same ‘superhuman’ attributes 
could be identified in the sculpture Guarding Peace (Fig.9). The Red Army soldiers are 
represented as war heroes and could be identified by their uniforms. They also hold a flag 
marked with the Soviet Union sign on top, classical and globally recognisable Communist 
symbol – hammer and sickle. Specifically because of this hammer and sickle sign this 
sculptural pair is the most controversial in Lithuania. The sign is actually prohibited by law 
because it is perceived as a symbol of totalitarianism and crimes against humanity under the 
Communist regimes.  Agriculture statues (Fig.8) depict ‘iconic’ Kolkhoznik and Kolkhoznitsa and 
offer particularly interesting gender representation. Bonnell claims that “Class and gender 
provided the two principal coordinates of the new visual language in Soviet Russia, 
interacting and reinforcing each other in ways unanticipated by those who created and 
disseminated political art. But it was class, rather than gender, that provided the fundamental 
conceptual framework for the Bolsheviks.”35 Around the 1920s woman worked as a helper to 
the man who fashioned a new world: “She assisted in the creation; he was the creator.”36 
However, in 1929 a different image of Kolkhoznitsa appeared. New Kolkhoznitsa was a young 
peasant woman establishing innovative collective farms (Kolkhoz)37 and her image, according 
to Bonnell, began to appear with unprecedented frequency: 
 
She belonged to a new breed […]. The Kolkhoznitsa was now sometimes 
represented as a giant figure, towering over enemies and the landscape 
around her. […] Her severe and determined expression […] makes it clear she 
is a person to be reckoned with. […] During the first half of the 1930s, the 
collective farm woman acquired a central place in Stalinist iconography. Her 
image was circulated throughout the country, with modifications to suit non-
Russian areas of the country. The emphasis was on women’s participation in 
agricultural labour.38 
 
                                               
35 Bonnell 1997, p.84 
36 Ibid. 
37 Kolkhoz collective farm system was introduced in the Stalin’s First Five Year Plan in the Soviet Union in 1928. 
38 Bonnell 1997, p.105 
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Indeed, the same position and features of Kolkhoznitsa could be identified in the Agriculture 
statue of the Green Bridge (Fig.8). The woman is depicted carrying a bundle of wheat as an 
equal creator and participating agricultural labourer together with the man. They are 
presented stepping forward with their feet side by side, which indicates the equal position of 
two peasant heroes moving towards the new collectivised Soviet Kolkhoz farm system. Again, 
men’s raised hand signifies the triumph of the new Socialist system in Vilnius.  Bonnell argues 
that in the post-war era intellectuals for the first time were presented as an exemplary citizens 
and mentors alongside workers, peasants and soldiers.39 The importance of represented 
‘iconic’ students of Komsomol40 in Youth of Education (Fig.10) thus becomes clear as it was an 
attempt to demonstrate that both labour and intellect have an equal status in the creation of 
the perfect Communist future world. Depicted students – Komsomolets and Komsomolka – 
carry books and directly gaze at a spectator. They seem well-dressed, attractive, vigorous and 
determined. All of the figures in the sculptural Green Bridge ensemble certainly represent an 
ideal Tipazh: heroic Stalinist citizens, prototypes of ‘new’ individuals that combine physical 
strength, intelligence, health, liveliness, and dedication.  
 The problem of the Tipazh was, however, that it was non-existent. Artists faced difficult 
tasks of presenting not contemporary but symbolic and illusionary ‘pursuable ideal’ figures. 
Bonnell explains that “images of social groups functioned as abstractions […] as an ideal type. 
[…] Its purpose was to provide a visual script and an incantation, engendering a powerful 
illusion […]. Stalinist propaganda created, in sum, a new political mythology.”41 The same 
notion of the ‘typical’ (as the key term in Socialist-Realist discourse) is also distinguished by 
Boris Groys in The Total Art of Stalinism (1992). Groys claims that “the question of the typical is 
a political question – an inability to identify with the party is reflected externally in the 
inability to select the ‘correct’ typical and can only indicate political disagreement with the 
party and Stalin.”42 Thus, according to Groys, the total artwork of Socialist-Realism is “born of 
the will of its true creator and artist – Stalin. Under these circumstances, to be a realist means 
to avoid being shot for the political crime of allowing one’s personal dream to differ from 
                                               
39 Bonnell 1997, p.245 
40 Komsomol was the youth division of the Communist Party that was established in 1918. 
41 Bonnell 1997, pp.121-122 
42 Groys 1992, p.52 
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Stalin’s.”43 In this way, the Soviet Union was impregnated with visual and monumental images 
that seemed to be the work of one and the same artist.  
This tradition of Socialist-Realist visual mass culture was famously interpreted as kitsch 
by Clement Greenberg in 1939. Greenberg argued that masses do not prefer kitsch simply 
because their governments condition them toward it: “If kitsch is the official tendency of 
culture in Germany, Italy and Russia, it is not because their respective governments are 
controlled by philistines, but because kitsch is the culture of the masses in these countries, as 
it is everywhere else. […] Since these regimes cannot raise the cultural level of the masses […] 
they will flatter the masses by bringing all culture down to their level.”44 Maybe this claim had 
a valid point considering Socialist-Realism of the 1920s when injected propaganda was 
visually more appealing for the semiliterate Russian population. The 1950s in Lithuanian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, however, was the period of Sovietisation that was marked by forced 
collectivisation, Lithuanian anti-Soviet resistance movements, partisan warfare and massive 
deportations to the Gulag, precisely because Lithuanian masses did not share the same value 
system to those of the Soviet proletarian. As Groys in Art Power (2008) puts it, “Socialist 
Realism was the attempt to create dreamers who would dream Socialist dreams”.45 These 
images celebrated the success of collectivisation while in reality “the country was in the midst 
of a massive famine that claimed millions of lives in agricultural regions of the country.”46 In 
these conditions, even Greenberg’s discussed ‘ignorant Russian peasant’ must have sensed 
hypocrisy in the suggested vision.   
This hypocrisy of propaganda and absolute Stalinist power that was reflected in an 
official Socialist-Realist art, then, explains the reasons behind the claim that the sculptures of 
the Green Bridge should be removed from the city. In the eyes of Lithuanian patriots, the 
sculptures in the public space simply symbolise the ‘oppressive regime’, a period when artists 
did not have the freedom to represent ‘reality’ in other forms than that of Greenberg’s 
condemned totalitarian kitsch. Greenberg also noted that while “the Soviet regime was 
encouraging avant-garde cinema, the Russian masses continued to prefer Hollywood 
                                               
43 Groys 1992, p.53 
44 Greenberg 1939, pp.536-539 
45 Groys 2008, p.148 
46 Bonnell 1997, p.114 
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movies”.47 I would like to argue that this similar tendency could also be sensed in the 
‘oppressed’ Lithuanian condition. However, not because ‘masses prefer kitsch’ but due to the 
longing for ‘Western capitalist identity’ that was ‘taken away’ during Sovietisation.  This 
problematic Lithuanian identity issue will be analysed in more depth in the following sub-
chapters. Overall, Greenberg’s words on mass-taste somehow still seem very relevant today: 
 
It is a platitude that art becomes caviar to the general when the reality it 
imitates no longer corresponds even roughly to the reality recognised by the 
general. […] Only when he becomes dissatisfied with the social order they 
administer does he begin to criticise their culture. Then the plebeian finds 
courage for the first time to voice his opinions openly. […] this resentment 
toward culture is to be found where dissatisfaction with society is a reactionary 
dissatisfaction which expresses itself in revivalism and Puritanism and latest of 
all, in fascism. Here the revolvers and torches begin to be mentioned in the 
same breath as culture. […] the statue-smashing commences.48 
 
Here, however, the great paradox of the Green Bridge debate uncovers. Following 
Greenberg’s terms, Lithuanian ‘plebeians’, then, denounce totalitarian kitsch (as the popular 
mass opinion represented in Lithuanian mass media clearly plea for the removal of the 
sculptures) using the same strategies – statue-smashing – that evoked it in the first place.  
This only exemplifies how art objects, associated with the political, can also become an 
embodiment of symbolic power and showcase various interpretative contradictions. 
 
 
2.2 Is Post-Soviet Cultural Condition Theoretically Postcolonial? 
 
Even though Post-Soviet discourses are usually absent from Postcolonial studies, some 
scholars claim that societies of the former USSR countries and former colonies share an 
extremely similar psychological resistance tendencies and imaginaries. The groundbreaking 
                                               
47 Greenberg 1939, p.536 
48 Ibid., p.538 
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volume Baltic Postcolonialism (2006), edited by Violeta Kelertas, aimed to broaden 
Postcolonial discourse offering a great variety of analyses of literature by nonconformist 
writers, produced in the Baltic states during the Soviet occupation, from an unusual colonial 
perspective. However, the term ‘Baltic Postcolonialism’ and the obscure ‘Post-Soviet 
Postcolonial discourse’ received some constructive critique.49 While here is not the place to go 
deeper into the critical debates on methodological cultural translations, I would just like to 
assert that I am aware of the dangers of generalisation and simplification. Therefore, I merely 
intend to suggest that the interpretive framework of Postcolonialism could help in some ways 
to explain the formation of Lithuanian Post-Soviet identity that is extremely important while 
revealing a complexity of the Green Bridge problem. Following Kelertas’ view, then, I claim 
that for the stimulation of further discussions, it is more important not to study “whether 
Postcolonialism fits the Baltic case, but how it applies to the wider context of Post-Soviet 
nations.”50 Thus, it is essential to shortly review the arguments that support the validity of this 
notion. 
David Chioni Moore, for example, in his controversial essay ‘Is the Post- in Postcolonial 
the Post- in Post-Soviet? Toward a Global Postcolonial Critique’ (that was also included in 
Baltic Postcolonialism) claimed: “The Post-Soviet world, like the Postcolonial world, is 
enormously diverse. But […] it should be clear that the term ‘Postcolonial’, and everything 
that goes with it - language, economy, politics, resistance, liberation and its hangover - might 
reasonably be applied to the formerly Russo- and Soviet-controlled regions post-1989 and -
1991, just as it has been applied to South Asia post-1947 or Africa post-1958. East is South.”51 
According to Moore, it could be stated that “the Soviet Union exercised powerful colonial 
control over much of the earth for from fifty to two hundred years […]  much of that control 
has now ended, and its ending has had manifest effects on the literatures and cultures of the 
                                               
49 Annus 2011: Epp Annus in ‘The Conditions of Soviet Colonialism’ asks what kinds of distinctions could be 
made between occupation and colonization. Finally, Annus suggests that “[…] though Communist Russia did 
not colonize the Baltic states and instead ‘occupied’ the Baltic states, nevertheless the period of occupation 
turned into a period of colonialism, as the modes of resistance turned into hybrid coexistence with the new 
power”. Penzin 2009: Alexei Penzin claims that: “the ‘post-‘ in post-Soviet is not the ‘post-‘ in postcolonial […] 
The relationship is more complex than just that of identity or difference. In short, the post-Soviet condition is in 
a kind of displaced postcolonial state and partly overlaps with the post-Fordist. A specific and consistent theory 
of the post-Soviet does not yet exist.” 
50 Kelertas 2006, p.2 
51 Moore 2006, p.17  
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Postcolonial-Post-Soviet nations, including Russia.”52 Surely, Moore agrees that Russo-Soviet 
control, as well as their Post-Soviet reverberations, have differed from the standard Anglo-
Franco cases; however, his argument of including Russia to Postcolonial discourse is that “to 
privilege the Anglo-Franco cases as the colonising standard and to call the Russo-Soviet 
experiences ‘deviations’, is wrongly to perpetuate the already outdated centrality of the 
Western or Anglo-Franco world.” In this case, I completely support Moore’s view that “it is 
time to break with that tradition.”53  
Another scholar also arguing for the validity of the Soviet Postcolonialism is Madina 
Tlostanova. In her writings on the Soviet imaginary and global coloniality she declares: “Both 
Postcolonial and Post-Communist discourses are products of modernity/coloniality, 
emphasizing different elements, yet having a common source (for example, class and race, 
ideology and religion) and a shared birthmark in the rhetoric of modernity (the mission of 
progress, development, civilisation) acting as a tool to justify the continuing colonisation of 
time and space, of lives and futures. Mind-colonisation is a disease common in all parts of the 
world and all strata of society.”54 It can be argued that the modernity in the twentieth century 
was realised in two forms – the liberal/capitalist and the socialist/statist. According to 
Tlostanova, “each of them had a sunny side and a darker side, each of them had its own kind 
of coloniality.”55 The darker side of the Soviet modernity then aimed to construct a specific 
type of the Soviet citizen – “a future Soviet Mestizo/a with an erased ethnic element brought 
up on Russian culture and on Soviet ideology […]. The only difference was that the zero point 
from which the enunciation was made was not a western, Christian, middle-class male, but a 
Russian communist male proletarian.”56 Indeed, Lithuanian Soviet condition was marked by 
the problematic construction of a New Soviet Man identity. The aftermath of the USSR collapse 
had an impact on ‘Lithuanian/New Soviet’ identity and this experience is extremely similar to 
that of the Postcolonial, with its unstable association with in-betweennes and otherness.  
Neringa Klumbyte reflecting on Baltic Postcolonialism suggested that Soviet and Post-
Soviet Baltic fiction manifests subjects’ continuing scepticism and irony toward the (Post-) 
                                               
52 Moore 2006, p.28 
53 Ibid. 
54 Tlostanova 2012, p.132 
55 Ibid., p.137 
56 Ibid., pp.136-137 
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Soviet state, the national community, and socio-political history. Writers are often concerned 
with issues of power, politics, and history in which their characters often emerge as the 
marginalized and disadvantaged.57 She also adds that “[Baltic people] speak about the 
mimicry of the colonisers, […] about Postcolonial in-betweenness (between times, places, 
men) and displacement. The reconstructions of the colonial Soviet past record experiences of 
violence, hatred, banal evil, suffering, anxiety, madness, duplicity, guilt, meaninglessness, 
dehumanization, and the absurd.”58 
Overall, many scholars examining the history and literature of the former Soviet states 
within Postcolonial discourse, offer some insightful results. However, not many studies 
explore these issues in relation to visual arts.  In the following sub-chapter I would like to 
concentrate only on the mentioned psychological similarities between Postcolonial and Post-
Soviet identities suggesting that Homi Bhabha’s defined Third Space or In-between position 
might be important when analysing intricacies of the Green Bridge debate. 
 
 
 
2.3 Lithuanian Post-Socialist Identity:  
Othering & the In-between 
 
This complete break with the historical past and the resultant erasure of 
cultural identity are as difficult to explain to the outside world as it is to 
someone who has never been at war or in prison. And that is why, instead of 
trying to explain his or her lack of cultural identity, the post-Communist subject 
tries to invent one – acting like Zelig in the famous Woody Allen movie.59 
 
- Boris Groys, Art Power, 2008 
 
Firstly, it is tremendously important to indicate the core paradoxical situation of the possible 
Russian-Soviet concept of colonialism. As suggested by Moore, “the standard Western story 
about colonisation is that it is always accompanied by Orientalisation, in which the colonised 
                                               
57 Klumbyte 2007, p.383 
58 Ibid., p.386 
59 Groys 2008, p.157 
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are seen as passive, ahistorical, feminine, or barbaric. However, in Russian - Central European 
colonisation this relation is reversed […].”60 While it could be argued that in the ‘Baltic 
colonial’ case, nonconformist communities of Lithuanians and Latvians or Estonians 
perceived themselves as Others (in a sense that they felt alienated from the Communistic 
world-view in the USSR) it may just as well be stated that the ‘aggressive, oriental’ Other, in 
this case, is not the ‘colonised’ but the ‘coloniser’ (‘violent occupier Soviet’). As noted by 
Kelertas, “the Baltic States perceive themselves as European and the Soviet metropolis as 
uncivilized, barbarian, and ‘Oriental’ because of its allegedly Mongolian roots (Genghis Khan 
and the invasions of the Golden Horde are always mentioned as determinants of Soviet 
mentality).”61 This suggested Postcolonial condition of the former USSR countries thus 
becomes even more paradoxical and ambiguous. Moore claims that “Postcolonial desire from 
Riga to Almaty fixates not on the fallen master Russia but on the glittering Euramerican MTV-
and-Coca-Cola beast that broke it. Central and Eastern Europeans type this desire as a return 
to Westernness that once was theirs.”62 According to Kelertas, however, the Baltic States and 
Eastern Europe is still an Other in Western European’s cultural imagination: “In the 
internalized gaze of ‘Europe’, the Baltic people seem inferior, powerless, violent, and exotic”, 
even after the collapse of the Soviet Union.63 Therefore, this double notion of Baltic Post-
Soviet identity - neither ‘Oriental as Soviets’ nor ‘European enough’ - could also be related to 
the In-between and Third Space conditions proclaimed by Homi Bhabha. 
In the interview reflecting on Third Space with Jonathan Rutherford in Identity: 
Community, Culture, Difference (1990) Bhabha implied: 
 
I mean, for instance, if you just begin to see what’s happening in Eastern 
Europe today – that’s a very good example: people are having to redefine not 
only elements of socialist policy, but also wider questions about the whole 
nature of society which is in a process of transition from a communist-state, 
second-world, iron-curtain frame of being. Socialism in both the East and the 
West is having to come to terms with the fact that people cannot now be 
                                               
60 Moore 2006, p.26 
61 Kelertas 2006, pp.166-167 
62 Moore 2006, p.21  
63 Kelertas 2006, pp.166-167 
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addressed as colossal, undifferentiated collectivities of class, race, gender or 
nation. The concept of people is not ‘given’, as an essential, class-determined, 
unitary, homogeneous part of society prior to a politics; ‘the people’ are there 
as a process of political articulation and negotiation across a whole range of 
contradictory social sites. ‘The people’ always exist as a multiple form of 
identification, waiting to be created and constructed.64 
 
Indeed, this Third Space in Post-Socialist Lithuanian condition, then, is In-between the so 
proclaimed ‘Second world’ and ‘First world’, between the Communist past and the desire to 
be ‘constructed’ and identified as ‘Western’. In his essay How Newness Enters the World (1994) 
Bhabha also claims: “Such assignations of social differences – where difference is neither One 
nor the Other but something else besides, in-between – find their agency in a form of the 
‘future’ where the past is not originary, where the present is not simply transitory. It is, if I may 
stretch a point, an interstitial future, that emerges in-between the claims of the past and the 
needs of the present.’65 The needs of the Post-Soviet In-between subjects of the present, 
however, still crave for the constructed representation, formulation and identification. As 
explained by Groys, the contemporary Western cultural markets require the Post-Soviet 
subjects to rediscover, redefine and manifest their alleged cultural identities, to demonstrate 
their specific ‘Russianness’, ‘Ukrainianness’ or ‘Lithuanianness’. Yet such cultural identities are 
difficult to present because it was tried very hard to be completely erased by Soviet social 
experiment.66 Certainly, Lithuanians, as suggested by Groys, now “want to be as nationalistic, 
as traditional, as culturally identifiable as all the others – but they still do not know how to do 
this. Therefore, their apparent nationalism is primarily a reflection of and an accommodation 
to the quest for otherness that is characteristic of the cultural taste of the contemporary 
West.”67  
 
The In-between position, ‘quest for Western Otherness’ and pursue of ‘Lithuanianness’ can be 
related to the Green Bridge debate. In this situation of ‘nationalistic rebirth’, people suggest 
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65 Bhabha 1994, p.219, Italic by Bhabha 
66 Groys 2008, p.156 
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the removal of the sculptures from Vilnius city centre because these statues are the 
representation of ‘oppressive Other Soviet’ and do not correspond to a ‘truthful 
Lithuanianness’, thus echoing a ‘false’ identity, especially in the eyes of ‘aspired Westerners’.  
This situation was rather well revealed in the Lithuanian television programme 
‘Alchemija LXVI’ by journalist Rytis Zemkauskas where the bridge was discussed. The 
programme aimed to suggest a ‘Western’ perspective of the ‘remove or preserve’ debate and 
mainly concentrated on the ideas of people who are not Lithuanians and did not experience 
living conditions of the USSR.  Zemkauskas did not support any side; he merely suggested 
two key questions for the discussion: What was your first impression when you saw the bridge 
for the first time? Should the sculptures stay or should they rather be removed?68 Boyd Tonkin, 
senior writer of The Independent, responded: “My first impression was that it is a very 
interesting example of Socialist-Realist kitsch. Whenever you see it, it tends to look the same. 
And, of course, if that is not your history, first of all, it is funny […] it is quite ridiculous, rather 
absurd. Then, of course, your second thought was, if that is your history, if this is a period you 
have lived through, or your parents had to suffer through, then it might not be so funny.”69 It 
might be stated that precisely this ‘Western’ perception encourage the argument for the 
removal of the sculptures. Post-Soviet Lithuanian identity is threatened by the association 
with ‘funny’, ‘ridiculous’ and ‘absurd’ kitsch. However, Robert van Voren, professor of Soviet 
and Post-Soviet Studies, during the interview with Zemkauskas claimed differently: “I think it 
is very significant [that they are still there] because it is a part of the history of this country. It 
was a part of the Soviet Union for fifty years and it should not be erased but kept.”70 Moreover, 
van Voren also suggested: “You cannot deny that people were part of the system. Of course, 
the country was victimised by Soviet times but there are also people who built their careers, 
who made these statues. And I think it is very stupid to think that you can cut out a part of 
your history and then pretend it never existed.”71 Out of the seven interviewed people, only 
one clearly advocated that the sculptures should be removed.  It was offered by Swedish 
journalist and film director Jonas Ohman who was living in Lithuania for the last twenty years. 
Ohman claimed: “Lithuanians still have not reconsidered their past; they cannot decide which 
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way to go. […] If we cannot decide what we want to be, at least we should decide what we do 
not want to be.”72 Considering why the issue is so widely discussed, van Voren suggested: 
“Well it is a part of what is happening at the moment at this part of the world. […] The fear 
evokes the discussion. But I do not think it is a way to deal with this, the only way is to build 
up a barrier against the return of the Soviet style of thinking. And that style is changing street 
names, changing city names, pretending that parts of history did not exist, re-writing history. 
And by taking away these statues you are basically re-writing history.”73 Indeed, Van Voren 
points to the same absurd and paradoxical situation of the issue that I mentioned in the first 
sub-chapter. The earlier indicated ‘quest for Westernness’ and a confusing Post-Soviet In-
between condition arouse Lithuanians to denounce ‘ridiculous’ totalitarian kitsch employing 
the same strategies used by the ‘Soviet oppressive Other’. Overall, the above-offered 
arguments clearly demonstrate how Postcolonial discourse can help to uncover complexities 
of Lithuanian Post-Soviet identity construction.  
 
 
2.4 After USSR:  
Lithuanian Collective Memory and Monumental Value of Socialist Heritage 
 
Sub-chapters 2.1 – 2.3 mainly explained the reasons behind the support for the Green Bridge 
sculptures’ removal, uncovering the paradoxical Lithuanian Post-socialist In-between 
situation. These arguments for the removal are usually opposed by the claim that sculptures, 
even though representing the Stalinist regime, still are historically significant and valuable 
heritage objects, monuments of the period and therefore they require preservation. This 
contra-argument, then, could be explained by identifying the monumental value of the 
sculptural ensemble. Alois Riegl’s concepts of monumental values in his essay ‘The Modern 
Cult of Monuments: Its Essence and Its Development’ (1903), even though written over a 
century ago, still seem very relevant and suggest a useful theoretical framework for the 
further discussion. 
Firstly, Riegl defines a monument as “a work of men erected for the specific purpose of 
keeping particular human deeds or destinies alive and present in the consciousness of future 
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generations.”74 Riegl points out that any monument of art is also a historical monument since 
it represents a particular stage in the development of the fine arts for which no entirely 
equivalent replacement could be found. Thus, in retrospect, every historical monument is also 
a monument of art and any distinction between art monuments or historical monuments is 
incorrect as the former are included in the latter.75 Riegl describes the process of monumental 
value attribution that consequently determines conservation strategies. Generally, he 
identifies two key value groups: commemorative values and present-day values. He further 
categorise commemorative values into: age value, historical value and deliberate 
commemorative value. Present-day values Riegl classifies into: use value, newness value and art 
value. I will try to attribute each of the suggested values to the Green Bridge statues 
showcasing how the preservation supporters claim these values to be the main determinant 
for keeping the sculptures in Vilnius public space. 
The age value, according to Riegl, works directly against any preservation and forbids 
any interference demanding natural deterioration process. This value is not really applicable 
to the Green Bridge statues. Yet, some people actually argued that the sculptures could 
remain on the bridge but should not be renovated. In this way, they would be left for the 
forces of nature that will ultimately lead to the monument’s destruction, also metaphorically 
symbolising the end of an era. Nevertheless, this option cannot even be considered. The 
sculptures are in the public space and, because of their current poor condition, they could 
even be dangerous to pedestrians; thus they should be either conserved or removed (Fig. 12).  
The historical value, as described by Riegl, “is based on the very specific yet individual 
stage the monument represents in the development of human creation in a particular field.”76 
Riegl notes that this value increases the more it remains undisturbed in its original state of 
creation. Riegl also argues that “historical value is concerned with preserving the most 
genuine document possible for future restoration and art-historical research. […] the original 
document must remain preserved whenever possible as an intact, available object, so future 
generations will be able to control our attempts at restoration. […] historical knowledge 
becomes an aesthetic source […]. This satisfaction is not immediate; but one of intellectual 
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reflection.”77 Indeed, one of the strongest arguments offered by preservation supporters is the 
sculptural ensemble’s historical value. Evidently, this argument is firmly proposed by 
academia, heritage and art specialists, historians, philosophers and cultural critics. For 
example, conservationist and Chairwoman of the State Commission of Cultural Heritage, 
Grazina Dremaite claims that “heritage is not politics” and the sculptures are valuable 
monuments of the troubled Stalin-era: “Lithuania has a complex history and you cannot 
change that. There are many signs of the Soviet period in many Lithuanian cities and, frankly, 
it is possible to see propaganda elements in any object if you really aim for that. However, 
there is no need to be barbaric or unsound.”78 Dremaite supports the idea of keeping the 
statues “as witnesses of our lives and part of our culture.”79 The similar ideas are also 
promoted by art historian Rasa Antanaviciute. For the main Lithuanian news portal Delfi, 
Antanaviciute suggested: “I think this fact that the sculptures remind us of our occupation 
and the tragic history is very significant.  No good can ever come from the erasure of such 
historical proofs. They are especially valuable for our consciousness and also for the 
comprehension of our country’s past. Aesthetical aspects aside, the bridge serves as a great 
reminder of what happened and what could happen, and from this perspective, I recommend 
the preservation.”80 Therefore, in this particular case, it is clear that Riegl’s identified cult of 
historical value is one of the main suggested arguments for the Green Bridge sculptural 
conservation. 
 The purpose of Riegl’s third category, deliberative commemorative value, “is to keep a 
moment from becoming history, to keep it perpetually alive and present in the consciousness 
of future generations. […] the fundamental requirement of deliberate monuments is 
restoration.”81 Riegl asserts that “modern viewers, rather than the works themselves by virtue 
of their original purpose, assign meaning and significance to a monument. In both cases – 
that of deliberate and that of unintentional monuments – a commemorative value exists. […] 
In the case of deliberate monuments, the commemorative value is dictated to us by others 
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(the former creators).”82 Moreover, Riegl also suggests that deliberate commemorative value is 
“expressed in the fact that there have always been laws to protect it against destructive 
intervention of the hand of man.”83 That is precisely why the Green Bridge problem is so 
complex. The sculptures are certainly deliberate monuments, as they were built intentionally 
for establishing the Soviet rule. Their commemorative value, assigned meanings and 
significance, even though clearly present, are dictated mainly by political beliefs. With the 
change of a political power, even the law that protects the sculptures from the “destructive 
intervention of man” can simply be altered.  
 The use value, according to Riegl, is linked to everyday use and functionality. It 
promotes a view that a monument must be maintained in a good condition without 
endangering people’s lives or health. Any damage for the monument must be repaired 
immediately and its existence cannot be threatened.84 It could be stated that the use value of 
the Green Bridge is linked to an educational purpose or a critical engagement suggested by 
preservation supporters. For instance, Chief curator of the National Gallery of Art in Vilnius 
Lolita Jablonskiene argues that the statues serve the need to reflect critically on the past: “The 
Green Bridge sculptures are an object of discussions. These discussions are still very much 
relevant today. It encourages us to critically address our memory through different 
ideological interpretations. I think they evoke these debates very well. Therefore, I do not 
support the removal as it would take away the possibilities of discussion about the past and 
the future.”85 The very similar ideas were also expressed by the former Vilnius city mayor 
Arturas Zuokas in the long and ongoing debates. Indeed, this use value (or an educational 
value) was one of the main reasons why the sculptures were not removed from the city 
during the last decade. 
 Describing the art value, Riegl indicates the difference in its perception, claiming that 
requirements for artistic values will never be formulated as they change from subject to 
subject and from moment to moment.86 For Riegl, the art value is determined by a 
contemporary Kunstwollen so he stresses that it should be considered along with a 
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monument’s historical past (commemorative value).87 In this case, the art value should also be 
considered a reasonable motive for the preservation of the Green Bridge sculptures; however, 
Riegl’s indication that there might be different perceptions of such value is especially relevant 
here. While it could be claimed that the sculptures are a clear and valuable example of a 
Socialist Realist stylistic way of sculpting, it might just as well be stated that this particular 
stylistic manner is a ‘kitschy’ embodiment of totalitarian propaganda thus ‘less worthy’.   
Lastly, newness value, according to Riegl, is an absolute opposite of age value. He 
asserts that “the masses have always been pleased by everything that appeared new; in works 
of man they wished to see only the creatively triumphant effect of human power.”88 To 
illustrate this claim, at the end of his essay Riegl offers an example of the Altmünster parish 
church. It was decided that the church’s Baroque choir was going to be demolished and 
replaced with a ‘Gothic’ choir (with dubious historical value but indisputable newness value) in 
order to achieve a stylistic unity with the main building. However, the plan was abandoned 
and at the end “adherents of both the old and new systems agree that it would have been an 
inexcusably sinful act against age value and historical value to remove the Herberstorf Choir, 
an artistic expression of the introduction of the Counter-Reformation in upper Austria.”89 
Overall, I would like to support Riegl’s observation that “the chasm between the thinkers 
among the adherents of the old system and the prudent among the reformers” could actually 
be ‘bridged’.90 Therefore, it is clear that historical and use values of the Green Bridge should be 
taken into more consideration by removal enthusiasts.  
 
Clearly, all of the discussed monumental preservation values are initially doubted, ignored or 
considered insignificant by sculptures’ elimination supporters, especially so by Lithuanian 
patriots or nationalists. Why that is, could be revealed by looking closer at such notions as 
collective memory and nationalism. Evidently, sociological theoretical frameworks of these 
subjects are extremely broad; thus I would like to contemplate only on some Duncan S. A. 
Bell’s ideas in ‘Mythscapes: memory, mythology, and national identity’ (2003), showcasing 
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how dynamics of nationalism and Lithuanian collective memory (or Bells’ proposed ‘social 
agency’) form an attitude that rejects a historical value of the sculptures. 
 It is common to consider Maurice Halbwachs a leading figure in sociology studies of 
memory as he developed the term ‘collective memory’, also distinguishing between 
autobiographical and historical memories.91 Bell, nevertheless, aims to probe this now 
commonly employed concept of ‘collective memory’ and the role that it plays in framing 
national identity, offering “more delimited and cogent way to theorise memory and its 
complex relationship with nationalism.”92 Indicating the semantic confusion of the term while 
analysing national identity, Bell proposes to employ a ‘social agency’ approach. ‘Social-
agency’ understands memory to be a socially-framed property of individual minds, the 
neurologically inscribed traces of past events, while collective memory (or, more precisely, 
collective remembrance) to be a mythical product of individuals groups coming together to 
share memories of particular events in the past.93  
Drawing from examples of Anthony D. Smith’s writings, Bell suggests that the origins 
of nationalism are centred in historical representation and “the need for nationalists to be 
able to tell a particular type of story about the nation and its importance.”94 Using Kantian 
terms, Bell implies that “the ability to represent history in an extremely partial and easily 
digestible manner is a necessary condition of the very possibility of nationalism. And 
historical representation is built into the formation and constant re-negotiation of identity. 
[…] [This] representation and recognition – of us and them – act as the mutually supporting 
scaffolds upon which national identity is constructed.”95 Bell raises further questions: How do 
national identities emerge in specific instances and are then translated over time? What are 
the elements that bind together the idea of a collective national identity? How is history, 
indeed time, represented? Bell, then, indicates the usually offered answer attempts:  nations 
display a form of collective memory that is shared between many members of any given 
national community and it is partly through this ‘memory’ that nations are constituted. The 
notion of shared ideas, values and interpretations concerning either real events or narratives 
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of ancient origins, places the collectivity inside a shared history, constantly reaffirmed and 
reproduced through rituals and symbols. The shared memory of historical events acts as a 
powerful unifying force, connecting members of a nation together.96 Referring to Smith, Bell 
also notes:  “no memory, no identity; no identity, no nation. […] nationalists must rediscover 
and appropriate shared memories of the past.”97  
Undeniably, it could be argued that the Post-USSR Lithuanian nation is in some ways 
constituted through a shared memory of ‘oppressive regime’. Consequently, the Green Bridge 
sculptures evoke ‘traumatic memories’ (in a sense that they symbolise the oppressive period 
of the past) and also advocate ‘false’ identity and values. In this way Lithuanian historical 
representation is ‘distorted’ and Lithuanian nationality is threatened.  Thus, according to 
removal enthusiasts, sculptures should be replaced with art objects that correspond to 
‘correct/current’ notion of shared Lithuanian national values. This tendency is easily 
recognisable in the petition text that motivates citizens to sign up for the elimination of the 
statues: “Citizens, we live in the independent Lithuania for twenty four years; however, we still 
encounter heritage objects that glorify totalitarian and occupational regimes and people who 
served it. The Green Bridge sculptural ensemble is one of the examples that propagate a 
twisted version of Lithuania’s historical conception, despise Lithuanian state and offend 
people who suffered through deviations of these regimes.”98 The petition was promoted by 
the Homeland Union Party (Lithuanian Christian Democrats, centre-right political party) 
together with the illustration that suggests a ‘pursuable’ and ‘valid’ representation of 
Lithuanian history and nation’s ideals (Fig. 13). The figures in the illustration are suggested as 
a replacement to the Communist period statues and represent the Grand Duchy of Lithuania 
(depicted are the heraldic knight on the right pedestal and the flag with the Columns of 
Gediminas on the left; both are symbolically linked with that particular era). Clearly, the 
period of the Grand Duchy (and also the narrative of Lithuania as the largest state in Europe) 
is considerate as more ‘truthfully’ and ‘appropriately’ Lithuanian as opposed to the times of 
USSR.  Here, however, dangers of exclusion and forgetting may occur, just like in Bell’s 
indicated ‘national mythscape’:  
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We should understand nationalist myth as a story that simplifies, dramatizes 
and selectively narrates the story of a nation’s past and its place in the world 
[…] a story that elucidates its contemporary meaning through (re)constructing 
its past. […] [Myths] subsume all of the various events, personalities, traditions, 
artefacts and social practices that (self) define the nation and its relation to the 
past.  Myths are constructed, […] perhaps, through the particular resonance of 
works or literature and art […] it is a narrative that is most likely to include inter 
alia story of the origins of the nation and of the subsequent momentous events 
and heroic figures […] Here lies […] dialectic of remembering and forgetting, 
of the need for nationalism to simultaneously have a sense of historicity, its 
longevity, and also amnesia regarding the violence surrounding its (usually 
recent) birth.99 
 
Bell also opposes Smith’s ideas claiming that memory is not transferable (as memory) to those 
who have not experienced certain events. Therefore, he claims: “Buildings, archives, poems 
and all the other artefacts, symbols, rituals imbue with meaning, do not remember. And 
neither are they necessarily spurs to us remembering. […] They may well store or transmit 
information about the past, or act as social-psychological triggers for often very powerful 
images or emotions […] but they do not embody memory, for we were not there.”100 
Moreover, Bell argues that a national collective memory often depends on a perspective 
because different sets of people ‘remember’ different things and a representation of the past 
is very much depended on ethnicity, class, gender or age. Certainly, the Green Bridge debate 
is problematic because the sculptures may not embody ‘traumatic memory’ for the younger 
generations or for people with different political beliefs; however, dominant groups of 
Lithuanians were there and in some ways experienced oppression, suffering or deportations. 
They still remember and are concerned with the current political situation.  Their collective 
memory is, as described by Bell, the result of social interaction articulating their memories – 
“of lost relatives, of protest and dissent, of days gone by.”101 This collective traumatic 
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articulation, then, leads to new protests for the removal of the sculptures as their presence 
indicates that the ‘oppressive other’, they fought against in the past, might still be ‘present’ 
and ‘dangerous’ (Fig. 14). This memory is even more triggered after recent political events in 
Ukraine. I will reflect on this issue deeper in the next sub-chapter.  
Overall, I want to emphasize the idea, suggested by Bell, that “it is essential to remain 
perpetually alert and sceptical, aware of the power of this sometimes overly metaphorical and 
careless mnemonic discourse.”102 As Bell, I suggest that it is important to engage with the 
analysis of memory; however, it is imperative to simultaneously remain at a critical distance 
and acknowledge a complexity of ideological and nationalistic discourses and the links 
between memory, mythology, identity and the national project, for there will always exist 
counterclaims and alternative perceptions debating on issues related to political concepts. 
Hence, the artefacts that are perceived as ‘time-factored’ and ‘historical’ objects, that 
legitimately express ‘fundamental truths and beliefs’ of a certain group of people, also can 
cause diverse corresponding attitudes that may even lead to further iconoclastic activities.  
 
 
 
2.5 Why the Green Bridge should (not) be Red:  
Political Prejudice and Dangers of Iconoclasm  
 
 
The moment authority starts to crumble, statues offer themselves to be 
attacked. They are so symbolic, and yet so passive. They are sitting ducks.103  
 
- Jonathan Jones, Why smashing statues can be the sweetest revenge, 2013 
 
 
It is common to relate iconoclasm only to attacks of religious symbols. Recent scholarship, 
however, suggests an expansion of the term to any physical damage to works of art or 
cultural heritage objects, because the word, in fact, has Greek origins and in the late sixteenth 
century meant image breaking.104 Stacy Boldrick discussing the Art under Attack exhibition at 
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the Tate, suggests that “overthrowing the symbols of dictators and governments are one 
form of iconoclasm, or image breaking. But the term itself refers to a huge range of targets 
and methods.”105 David Freedberg in The Power of Images (1989) discusses the impact that 
imagery has on people: “they break pictures and sculptures; they mutilate them, and go on 
journeys to them; they are calmed by them, stirred by them, and incited to revolt. They give 
thanks by means of them, expect to be elevated by them, and are motivated to the highest 
levels of empathy and fear. They have always responded in these ways; they still do.”106 He 
emphasizes that various iconoclastic moments in history ranging from the eight century in 
Byzantium till the Reformation in Europe or the Russian Revolution, have been much studied. 
They were in most cases for theological or political reasons, motivated by images that were 
symbols of “something else that is assailed, smashed, pulled down, destroyed” and caused by 
anger, caution or even fear.107 Freedberg questions whether we would still vent our anger in 
this way on images in public spaces and claims that no one could answer this with complete 
confidence: “For whatever reasons – whether directly related to the image or not, to the way 
it looks, to what it represents, or to the general emotional state in which we may or may not 
be – we recognise the potential for such a lapse in ourselves.”108 In this sub-chapter I would 
like to review some of the recent Socialist-Realist monument removal cases, indicating that 
the perception of sculptural monuments as representations of a certain historical period or a 
sign of political power, even nowadays, might still lead to dangerous iconoclastic responses, 
hatred and violence.    
 Freedberg suggests that in some iconoclastic cases the motivation is distinctly 
political: “The aim is to pull down whatever symbolises – stands for – the old and usually 
repressive order, the order one wishes to replace with a new and better one. One removes the 
visible vestiges of the bad past. To pull down the images of a rejected order or an 
authoritarian and hated one is to wipe the state clean and inaugurate the promise of 
utopia.”109 Indeed, after the collapse of the USSR, monuments of the state leaders were pulled 
down celebratory in the former Socialist republics that perceive themselves as victims of the 
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Socialist project and totalitarian crimes. Vilnius was not an exception and monuments of 
Lenin and Stalin were removed from public spaces (Fig. 15). The Green Bridge sculptures, 
however, remained as they are not a direct representation of the politicians, thus at the 
moment they are the only remaining sculptural representatives of the Communist period in 
the city centre. I claim that the Green Bridge ‘remove or preserve’ debate heated up, after 
twenty five years of independence declaration, precisely because of the recent Russian 
military intervention in Crimea, Ukraine.110  
In the recent years more than hundreds of Socialist monuments fell in all parts of 
Ukraine in relation to Euromaidan protests and demonstrations (Fig. 16). A special case could 
be considered the symbolic destruction of the Lenin sculpture on Kiev’s Shevchenko Blvd in 
December 2013, when the monument was taken down and crushed by radical protesters 
using a steel wire rope. According to Kyiv Post, “The infamous Lenin statue has often been the 
focal point of protests. The statue had its nose and arm broken, and has been the scene of 
numerous fights during nationalist and communist anniversaries.”111 In this symbolic 
destruction, demonstrators called on the Ukraine’s president to resign and reverse a decision 
to halt European integration. As noted by Jonathan Jones in The Guardian, “They could 
scarcely have picked a better symbol of the Russian overloads they fear […]. The very survival 
of Lenin’s public statue in Kiev, up to now, seems a bit of a tell about Ukraine’s government’s 
desire to keep Russia happy. […] This goes to the very heart of what a statue is. No other kind 
of art is directly associated with power in quite the same way.”112  Truly, sculptures that are 
representative symbols of a ruling power, being public objects, become an easiest tool for 
protesters to express dissatisfaction with a government or a current political situation. 
As NATO Deputy Secretary General Alexander Vershbow declared that “NATO sees 
Russia’s aggression against Ukraine as aimed at destabilising its neighbours”113, undeniably, in 
the heat of these recent political events, the Green Bridge sculptures have also again become 
the signifiers of the former Russian political power in Lithuania. For instance, the survey 
presented by Lithuanian news portal Delfi in 2010 indicated that only 15,4 % of Vilnius 
inhabitants expressed the will to remove the sculptures from the city centre while 59,2 % 
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opposed the idea.114 The results of 2015 seems, nonetheless, significantly different. 60,2 % of 
Delfi readers voted for the removal of the sculptures while now only 36,2 % wishes them to 
remain in their current place.115 The sculptures have been vandalised many times: splashed 
with red paint, ‘decorated’ with handcuffs, swastikas or various posters (Fig. 17). However, the 
situation has become tenser after the poster that addressed Lithuanian president Dalia 
Grybauskaite appeared near the sculpture of the Lithuanian poet and philosopher Liudvikas 
Reza in Kaliningrad (Russian territory) in February, 2015. ‘The message from Reza’ was a 
reactionary response to the ongoing bridge debate: “Dalia, be careful – do not touch the 
Green Bridge sculptures!” (Fig.18). Clearly, the sign could be regarded as a warning to 
Lithuanian authorities that the state of representative ‘Lithuanian objects’ also depends on 
the fate of the Green Bridge statues, quite possibly because of Lithuania’s political actions to 
confront Russia on the Ukrainian situation. The presidential reply was firm: the issue should 
not be politicised; rather, the problem is that the sculptures are in a terrible condition and 
dangerous to the pedestrians, thus should be immediately removed for their conservation.116 
Indeed, such issue’s ‘depoliticisation’ seems appropriate; otherwise, the debate lays in danger 
of ethnic categorisations, ‘othering’ or even aggression. A perfect example of such risk is the 
Bronze Soldier’s removal incident in Tallinn, Estonia which led to ‘Bronze night’ riots in the 
city in 2007.  
The event is analysed in detail by Martin Ehala in ‘The Bronze Soldier: Identity threat 
and maintenance in Estonia’ (2009) and Robert Kaiser in ‘Reassembling the event: Estonia’s 
“Bronze Night”’ (2012). The Soviet-era bronze monument of a soldier was removed from a 
public square in Tallinn by Estonian state officials and relocated to a military cemetery on the 
outskirts of the city on 27 April 2007. A number of spontaneous acts of vandalism against 
Soviet monuments took place between 2004 and 2007 and, according to Ehala, the soldier 
statue “became the focal point for identity battles in Estonia”.117 In general, the problematic 
issue was that various interpretations of World War II found its expression in the statue and 
led to an ideological debate between the Russophone and Estonian radical activists. While for 
some Estonians the statue represented ‘Soviet oppression’, for the majority of the 
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Russophone community, the Bronze Soldier’s symbolic value of ‘liberation from Nazis’ was, as 
pointed out by Ehala, “emotionally significant because of its commemorative and celebratory 
meanings, meanings that are legitimate and humane in nature. For them, the relocation of 
the monument was perceived as a grave injustice” (Fig. 19).118 Ehala also notes that reasons 
behind the event “require an analysis of the shifts and changes in ethnic identities in Estonia 
[…]. These shifts are a response to the transition of Estonia from a post-Soviet country to an 
EU member state, as well as to the growing prominence of Russia in world affairs during the 
last eight years. Thus, the tension around the monument reflected the threat to identity that 
changed social circumstances have caused in both major ethnic groups in Estonia.“119 Kaiser 
argues that the event “had become one of the most powerful boundaries marking off Soviet 
time-space from post-Soviet time-space, […] Estonianness from […] Rusianness […] as such 
was one of the most affective sites in the constitution of the Estonian nation-state.”120 Kaiser 
suggests that “self-identifying Russians gathered to protest what they perceived as the 
discriminatory practices of the nationalising Estonian state, and by the central role it played in 
the Reform Party’s successful political manipulation […].”121 Overall, as explained by Kaiser, on 
the removal date the crowd gathered in Tonismagi Square to protest and later on entered Old 
Town where riots erupted: “during what came to be called ‘Bronze Night’, one person died, 
around 150 people were injured, and over 1000 people were arrested. The event also […] 
contributed to growing cold-war tensions between Russia, NATO, the EU, and the US. 
Additionally, the event led to sometimes heated debates over the problems of integration 
and statelessness in Estonia.”122 Even though it could be argued that such demonstrations 
and riots would not likely ever to be the case in the Lithuanian Green Bridge dispute because 
of the lower rates of Russian-speaking minorities, still the situation could be considered as a 
fertile soil for ‘othering’ and the return of the ‘colonisers/oppressors’ labels while also 
increasing the risk of exclusion, marginalisation and ethnic categorisation in Vilnius. 
All in all, the suggested examples of the monument removals reveal how images that 
are perceived as an embodiment of history, or are employed as tools of political power 
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manifestation, could lead to dangerous iconoclastic practices and cause diverse 
corresponding attitudes. Walter Benjamin’s idea mentioned at the beginning of this RED! 
chapter seems especially relevant in this case. A historically articulated past does not 
necessary indicate ‘the truth’ of certain events but, rather, somehow through rituals of 
collective memory reveal national political mythology as it is disclosed “at the moment of 
danger” (or at the time when a subject’s self-perceived identity construct, or even life itself, is 
threatened). Artefacts in most cases are also involved in such rituals and national political 
mythologies. Boris Groys in an interview ‘…Our Fate as a Living Corpse…’ (2011) claimed: 
“Every political activity is an activity of design. […] I don’t think that art wants to be political, 
that it should leave its spaces and go into politics, because this space external to politics does 
not even exist. […] art needs to understand something it does not always understand, 
namely, that politics is acting on art’s own territory – and increasingly so. And this requires 
reflection.” 123 This reflection is indeed needed and it would help to comprehend that removal 
or destruction of specific art objects as symbols, does not necessary provide a national 
reconciliation and also does not cultivate a ‘new’ collective memory. As emphasized by 
Justianian A. Jampol in The New York Times (2014), “in fact, such destruction sometimes makes 
the process of reconciliation more difficult because the absence of physical reminders within 
the urban landscape only pushes the invisible psychological scarring further into the recesses 
— until it erupts.”124 In Jampol’s opinion, smashing sculptures is not likely to help to come to 
terms with a complicated past. Of course, it is also not going to change the reality of 
Ukraine’s, Estonia’s or Lithuania’s historical past and geographic happenstance between 
Russia and the Western Europe.125 Hence, I would also like to agree with Jampol: 
 
Once historical sites and statues are gone, they do not come back. This is not 
just unfortunate for historians and museums but also for those whose history 
(whether glorious or uncomfortable) is being destroyed. It precludes the 
possibility of a public place for contemplation and psychological recovery. 
Ultimately, eradicating history in the pursuit of a revised national narrative 
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represents a lack of confidence that past traumas and current debates will be 
fairly sorted in the future. 126 
 
Certainly, the same could be applied for the Green Bridge debate. Such disputes and 
persistent claims that statues do not correspond to ‘truthful’ Lithuanian identity and national 
narrative, only exemplify that the majority of Lithuanians are still not ready for psychological 
recovery and are not confident with sorting their past traumas.  
In the next chapter, however, I aim to suggest alternative solutions for an ideological 
Socialist art preservation also indicating that ‘remove or preserve’ is not the only possible 
view when reflecting on the fate of the Green Bridge sculptures. The perception of ‘History as 
an Art’ rather than ‘Art as History’ will thus be offered.  
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3.  PINK? 
History as an Art: Possible Solutions 
 
 
The borderline work of culture demands an encounter with ‘newness’ that is 
not part of the continuum of past and present. It creates a sense of the new as 
an insurgent act of cultural translation. Such art does not merely recall the past 
as social cause or aesthetic precedent; it renews the past, refiguring it as a 
contingent ‘in-between’ space that innovates and interrupts the performance 
of the present. The ‘past-present’ becomes part of the necessity, not the 
nostalgia, of living. 127 
 
- Homi Bhabha, In between Cultures, 2013 
 
It can be subject matter of a religious nature, a scene in a foreign country, 
whatever the subject, the professional artist makes exhaustive studies of it. 
When he feels that he has interpreted the subject to the extent of his 
capabilities he may have a one man exhibition whose theme is the solution of 
the problem. It is surprising how few people […] realize this.128 
 
- John Baldessari, Solving each problem as it arises, 1966-68 
 
Preziosi argues that “Art history takes every object as a symptom of what produced it. It 
constructs the past by placing in a position so as to be observable the objects that are 
destined to be read as its relics and remainders.”129  Preziosi also claims that art history of the 
nineteenth and twentieth centuries “has been the production of the present as both distinct 
from and yet connected with a past. The past is separated out and distanced from the present 
so that the present can more clearly be seen to be tied to it as its ancestral or genealogical 
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background.”130 However, this art historical practise when one is distancing the past from the 
present claiming ‘the historical truth of objects’ is clearly ambiguous and open to different 
interpretations, especially in the case of an ideological art. This notion of artefacts’ ‘truthful’ 
historicity also concentrates so much on the past and how artefacts disclose and manifest the 
essence of that past, that it neglects important issues on how artefacts interact with a present 
and what they signify in present conditions. Therefore, alternative research methods could 
certainly help when trying to go deeper beyond merely historical and political contexts when 
analysing the sculptures of the Green Bridge. The purpose of the ‘PINK?’ chapter is to offer 
and question a different approach to the Green Bridge dilemma analysing the issue through 
the notion of ‘History as an Art’. Instead of following the observations of sculptures as simply 
propaganda tools that represent the Socialist-Realist period or an oppressive Soviet regime, 
the next sub-chapters will propose a wider-raging study, emphasizing the importance of 
contemporary artistic practices and their abilities of a meaning transformation. Barthes’ 
semiotic approach and examples of artworks, that address themes of memory and identity in 
the former USSR countries, will help to disclose the alternative perception of Soviet heritage 
in a present day Post-Socialist public spaces. The pink colour reference will also be revealed in 
the course of the chapter.  
 
 
3.1 Lenin/Stalin Parks:  
Irony, Tourism, Nostalgia & Simulacra  
 
Following Dario Gamboni’s classification, Hedvig Turai in ‘Past Unmastered. Hot and cold 
memory in Hungary’ in Third Text (2009) points out that public monuments after political 
transitions can be removed in a celebratory form (as analysed in the previous chapter), 
preserved in situ (as suggested by the Green Bridge preservation supporters), transformed 
with various artistic interventions (I will examine these in the following sub-chapter) or to be 
taken away, deprived of their context and put in a new one.131 The later one needs a special 
emphasis before suggesting examples of artistic interventions. The preference of ‘a new 
context’ is usually suggested by the Green Bridge removal supporters who claim to be against 
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‘barbarous art destructions and vandalism’. Still, they do not want to see the sculptures in a 
public space thus suggest the option of a museum, and, most often, Grutas Park. In this sub-
chapter I would like to review this so-called Stalin World alternative and argue that such 
Socialist-Realist parks, using a concept of irony to attract Western tourists, lack a critical 
commentary and thus lead to a myth creation, confusion, psychological distancing and either 
to subconscious memory suppression or dangerous distorted nostalgia of the Socialist past. 
 Grutas Park was established by the Lithuanian millionaire businessman and 
entrepreneur Viliumas Malinauskas using private funds in 2001 in the forest resort near the 
city of Druskininkai.  Malinauskas was granted permission by Lithuanian authorities to collect 
and exhibit dismantled Soviet monuments that were abandoned and left in various 
storehouses after the removal during 1990s.  The official website of the park/museum 
suggests that the aim of the unusual exposition is to “take the ‘idols’ off the pedestal, 
changing the location and status of […] the monuments and, using a special exhibition 
technique and additional aids […], substantially alter the ideological content of the 
monumental sculptures” (Fig. 20).132 The information text for tourists also reveals the ambition 
“to disclose the negative content of the Soviet ideology and its impact on the value system, 
[…] to provide an opportunity for Lithuanian people, visitors […] as well as future generations 
to see the naked Soviet ideology which suppressed and hurt the spirit of our nation for many 
decades.”133 In Malinauskas words, “things that are quickly forgotten can easily be repeated. 
By creating this park here, we want to constantly remind people about these things.”134 Turai’s 
examination, however, suggests many problematic issues related to such expositions. He 
compares Grutas Park to the very similar Memento Park in Hungary (Fig. 21) claiming that 
irony and lightness are present in both places. For Turai, Grutas is more like ‘a fake gulag 
camp, a theme park’ while Hungarian Statue Park which tries to present ‘objectively’ and 
avoid cheap solutions is still ‘a place without spirit’.135 Turai proposes that a presence of such 
parks marks the ‘coldness’ of Western collective memory of Communism as oppose to that of 
‘hot’ Fascism (one simply could not imagine such Fascist parks) and quotes Slavoj Zizek: “You 
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can make Goodbye Lenin! but Goodbye Hitler! is unthinkable”.136 Such ‘cold’ memory, then, 
enables to express post-modern irony towards Communist artefacts. The perfect example is 
the fact that Malinauskas received the Ig Nobel Peace Prize for Grutas Park in 2001.137 As Turai 
puts it, “there is a vacuum, and in this vacuum everybody is ‘free’, that is, at a loss as to how to 
relate to the Socialist past.”138 Turai also notes that there is a paradox between the intended 
serious message and a light ironic mockery, which causes confusion among visitors on how to 
behave appropriately: “People go there and laugh, they take and pose for pictures with the 
statues. It has a different effect on local people and on foreigners […]. It provides tourists with 
the opportunity to gaze at Communism. But the intention of the concept does not come 
through and remains contested”139 (Fig.  22). For Turai, such expositions tidy up and sublimate 
memory, he suggests that these parks do not comment and, in this respect, do not take or 
encourage responsibility.140 Overall, this ironic perception of Communist heritage in Grutas 
Park also stirs up emotions in the Green Bridge debate, as it is the most often suggested 
‘solution’ for the indicated problem. However, this alternative is sometimes rejected not only 
by renovation supporters (they, undoubtedly, are against such ‘mocking’ ways of heritage 
preservation) but also by some removal supporters (i.e. the victims of Communism and their 
descendants) as they would prefer to abolish such ideological art completely or, a least, to 
present it in a more serious and an educational way. 
The concept of the park, since its creation, was harshly criticised by local intellectuals 
and the government “for ridiculing what many Lithuanians considered a delicate and almost 
sacred topic – the occupation.”141 This critical view is analysed in detail by Aro Velmet in 
‘Occupied identities: national narratives in Baltic museums of occupations’ (2011).  According 
to Velmet: 
 
One has to admit that calling Grutas Park ‘irreverent’ in its treatment of Soviet 
occupations is, in fact, a very precise characterisation. […] the park has put a 
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petting zoo next to replicas of Soviet artillery, […] sells vodka mugs with toasts 
to one of the twentieth century’s greatest dictators. The critics of the museums 
see this as a major problem, to the extent that the museum has acquired a 
reputation for being a Disneyfied representation of the occupation, Stalin 
World, so to speak.142  
 
Indeed, the comparison with a Disneyland seems relevant here. The park was opened on April 
Fool’s day and the opening event included entertainment performances of actors 
impersonating Lenin or the Communist League pioneers. The museum is not only an outdoor 
sculpture exhibition, it also includes a Mini zoo, a Soviet themed Luna Park (“children can 
enjoy the swings […] to imagine how and what kind of games their parents and grandparents 
used to play”143), a Café (offers ‘typical Soviet menu’144), and the souvenir shop (visitors are 
welcome to purchase vodka along with marked toasts to Stalin, the Homeland and 
Communism145) (Fig. 23). As noted by Velmet, these ‘attractions’ “amplify the sense of 
nostalgia and ‘authenticity’ (or perhaps a very consciously ironic pseudo-authenticity). […] 
the focus is on simulated reality, entertainment and leisure. Characteristic of this approach is a 
complete lack of written material and a non-existing educational program.”146 Moreover, 
Velmet suggests that this museum/theme park is not a scholarly project but rather a 
problematic capitalist enterprise: “it commodifies tragedy, simplifies complex events and 
reproduces convenient mythologies of communist absurdities instead of encouraging a 
critical perspective.”147 Turai also seems to make a valid point stating that Grutas Park wants 
to accomplish too many things at once: “to remember the victims, the system, to preserve 
‘art’, to amuse, to attract tourists, to make good business.”148 While the irony and “somewhat 
humorous but discernable symbolic revenge on Communism”149 might be enjoyable for some 
visitors, I feel that it is rather necessary to elaborate further on the mentioned Velmet’s Disney 
metaphor. 
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Velmet suggests that Grutas Park functions as a “Disneyfication of tragedy leaving 
everyone with a feeling of emptiness.”150 The whole concept of the themed Communist 
phantasmagoria reflected in Grutas Park is a clear example of Baudrillard‘s described 
hyperreality, simulation, the desert of the real itself in his acclaimed essay ‘Simulacra and 
Simulations’ (1981).151 For Baudrillard, simulation opposes representation that starts from the 
basic principle of the sign’s and the real’s equivalence.  He identifies four successive phases of 
the image:  
 
1. Reflection of a basic reality. 
2. Masking and perverting a basic reality. 
3. Masking the absence of a basic reality. 
4. Bearing no relation to any reality what so ever: pure simulacrum.152 
 
The first phase, according to Baudrillard, is a good appearance.153 In a case of sculptural 
ensemble of the Green Bridge, it is a phase of the sculptures as a depiction of people. The 
sculptures represent stylistically realistic human features, common classes of Socialist people, 
reflects good, truthful, basic and apparent reality. The second phase marks the turning point 
and inaugurates an age of simulacra and simulation; it is an evil appearance, the order of 
malefice.154 This is the phase of the statues as the ideological embodiment that masked and 
perverted a basic reality signifying the glory of the nation and Communistic achievements, 
when, in fact, it was only a representation of inspirational future and idealised images but not 
the pure reality of the USSR itself. In the third phase, sculptures plays at being an 
appearance.155 It might be argued that it is the post-Socialist phase when these artefacts from 
the Communist era mask the absence of a basic reality. The sculptures stand displaced in a city 
centre, their Soviet reality is long gone and completely absent, however, for some people 
their presence still feels real, as pure simulacra ‘masking’ the possible ‘dangers’ (e.g. Russia’s 
imperialistic strategies). Baudrillard relates this third-order simulacrum to Disneyland and 
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claims that all American values are exalted there as “idealised transposition of a contradictory 
reality. […] Disneyland is presented as imaginary in order to make us believe that the rest is 
real.”156 I would, however, like to suggest that Grutas Park is a perfect example of the fourth 
phase. As oppose to Disneyland, it bears no relation to any still existent values or reality 
whatsoever, it is a simulated representation of a mythologized past, newly created reality of 
its own. It is a space of hyperreality: “genetic miniaturization […] produced from miniaturized 
units, from matrices, memory banks and command models […] space whose curvature is no 
longer that of the real, nor of truth […] artificial resurrection in systems of signs […].157 As 
claimed by Baudrillard, such simulation can go on indefinitely because: 
 
Unlike true power which is, or was, a structure, a strategy […] this is nothing 
but the object of a social demand […]. Completely expunged from the political 
dimension, it is dependent, like any other commodity, on production and mass 
consumption. Its spark has disappeared; only the fiction of a political universe 
is saved.158 
 
Without a doubt, Grutas Park offers a simulated and commodified fiction of the former USSR 
political universe. In its hyperreal space also lies Baudrillard’s described nostalgia: “when the 
real is no longer what it used to be, nostalgia assumes its full meaning. There is a proliferation 
of myths of origin and signs of reality; of second-hand truth, objectivity and authenticity. 
There is […] a resurrection of the figurative where the object and substance have 
disappeared.” All in all, it is certain that this artificial resurrection created by Malinauskas 
intrigues and attracts local and foreign visitors who feel compelled and fascinated by the 
possibility to glimpse at the staged faded past. However, I would like to support Baudrillard’s, 
Turai’s and Velmet’s ideas. I claim that all of the arguments mentioned above – banality of 
entertainment, the lack of educational purpose, artificiality of hyperreal mythologized 
nostalgia – righteously reject the possibility to relocate the Green Bridge statues to Grutas 
Park. 
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3.2 Communist Monuments in Post-Socialist Cities:  
In Dialogue with Contemporary Artists 
 
New conditions under which things must exist are already here. So are the 
vastly extended controls of energy and information and new materials for 
forming. […] The new work continues the convention but refuses the heritage 
of still another based order of making things. The intensions are different, the 
results are different, so is the experience.159 
 
- Robert Morris, Notes on Sculpture 1-3, 1966 
 
In the introductory text of this ‘Pink’ chapter I included the quote of Homi Bhabha who 
praises ‘newness’ in art that acts as a cultural translation renewing the past not as nostalgia 
but rather as the necessity of the present in-between space re-figuration. In this sub-chapter I 
would like to review such artistic practices and give examples of contemporary artists whose 
work is primarily related to sculpture and who directly address problematic issues related to 
Post-Socialist monuments, identity and memory. I need to emphasize that I do not intend to 
include extensive analyses of the artworks and their authors (each of this group respectfully 
deserves a separate studies); rather, I only wish to exemplify that Bhabha’s proposal is indeed 
valid and showcase how any ideological meaning or symbolic value, also that of the Green 
Bridge, can be transformed, renewed, re-interpreted or re-contextualised in innovative and 
unique ways by either certain individuals and their artistic practises or the whole public. Thus 
this sub-chapter will prove that there are way more options to perceive the Green Bridge 
sculptures in a present day Vilnius space than only as a sign of power through a narrow, 
historical and political ‘remove or preserve’ debate.  
 To start with, I would like to distinguish two artists who used the Socialist-Realist parks 
as a source of inspiration. Memento Park was marked by artistic interventions of Liane Lang 
while Grutas Park was showcased in Deimantas Narkevicius’ video installation. Liane Lang, a 
London-based artist, during her residency in Hungary used photography and animation to 
engage with exhibited monuments in the Budapest Sculpture Park (Fig. 24).  The outcome 
contains a photographic series that reveals a simulacra and absurdity of life-size heroic 
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postures. In the author’s words, the resulting works “retain the echo of the appropriated 
sculpture's polemic message, but create room around them for humour and a strange and 
haunting beauty, born of empathy – for the mighty (however tyrannical) brought low, and for 
the very human condition of impermanence.”160 As also suggested by Ben Luke in the 
exhibition catalogue ‘Monumental Misconceptions: a journey through sculptural Budapest’, 
the photographs demonstrate how the murderers of the regime could be ‘hidden from view’, 
or, as revealed by Lang herself, ‘stared down’.161 It seems as well that the meaning of these 
photographs is in some ways determined by the paradox that monuments, which supposed 
to communicate an action and passion, in present conditions seem silent and stagnant as 
oppose to the artist’s imposed dynamic and colourful synthetic contemporary elements that 
truly imply emotions or movement.  
 The other artist who also constantly tackles issues related to the Post-Socialist 
condition is internationally recognised Lithuanian sculptor, video artist and filmmaker 
Deimantas Narkevicius. Narkevicius had his works exhibited at the Museum of Modern Art in 
New York, the Tate Modern, the Centre Pompidou, was granted the Vincent Award for the 
outstanding European art at the Stedelijk Museum Amsterdam and represented Lithuania at 
the 49th Venice Biennial, to name a few of his achievements. One of his video installations, The 
Role of a Lifetime (2003) (Fig. 25), acquired by Tate, reveals the archive footage of the British 
political documentary filmmaker Peter Watkins who, while living in Lithuania, recorded his 
visit to Grutas Park. The video also contains scenes of Brighton, an over-sound interview with 
Watkins, and series of black and white pencil drawings by Mindaugas Lukosaitis that depict 
Grutas Park sculptures covered in snow. A seemingly random juxtaposition of these elements 
pleads, as Watkins puts it, “for the dismantling of the conventional visual language of historic 
events in developing cinematography that does not make history subservient to the powers 
of ideological assimilation and commercialisation by the mass media.”162 Generally, the image 
of Socialist-Realist monuments and such themes as memory, historical documentation, 
political repression and the change of ideological systems are recurring in Narkevicius’ video 
works, and it was particularly evident in his solo exhibition The Unanimous Life in the Van 
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Abbemuseum, Eindhoven in 2009, where his photographical works, installations and nine 
films were presented.  
For example, The Head (2007) (Fig. 26), showcased in the exhibition, exposes footage 
materials from East German television archives. The film tells a story of the Socialist-Realist 
monumental sculptor Lev Kerbel and his gigantic bust monument of Karl Marx.  The material 
reveals Kerbel’s work and people’s reactions and perception of the sculpture comparing the 
times it was created and the present. Narkevicius pointed out: ‘I cut out all the political 
vulgarity […] I wanted to show real people, a sculptor who was simply at work, and children 
who talk like children, people for whom you could feel some sympathy. In many of my films, 
you see people who talk about the Soviet past in a way that is shockingly different than what 
we are accustomed to – human and personal.’163 Other film Once in the XX Century (2004) (Fig. 
27) represents the documentary footage of the removal of Lenin monument in Vilnius in 
1991. Narkevicius ironically reversed the video therefore the statue of the communist leader is 
not dismantled but lifted back up on the pedestal. As suggested by Dominic van den Boogert, 
“the work raises questions about how we deal with, or work through, the past, about the 
hasty removal of monuments after independence was declared and the affect it had on public 
perception of history. Not least, the film is a wink of the eye to the technical gimmicks with 
which news reports are manipulated.”164 Narkevicius claimed: “Everyone seemed to think that 
removing these objects would lead to immediate changes in society. In truth, however, the 
people had simply disposed of silent witnesses to history.”165 The Van Abbemuseum 
exhibition description text reveals: “What Deimantas Narkevicius’ various creations lead us to 
believe is that it is as easy to mythologize reality […] as it is to discover that myths are capable 
of generating powerful effects of reality. […] spectators are drawn into a situation where […] 
they become aware of the importance of producing a collective imagery of what is to come, 
grounded in a full awareness of its potential political applications.”166 Certainly, Narkevicius’ 
artworks subtly disclose key problematic issues of Lithuanian ideological transition from the 
Soviet society to the independent democratic state. Having personally experienced this 
transition, Narkevicius is capable to critically address the relationship between individual and 
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collective memories, questioning the differences between national and personal historical 
narratives and re-interpreting the monumental sculptures of the Socialist past through the 
medium of film. 
 Such transitory re-interpretations and very similar themes concerned with Post-
Socialist condition are also present in works of artists from the other former Soviet states.  An 
excellent example is the Estonian artist and documentary filmmaker Kristina Norman who 
critically engaged with and investigated the events of the Bronze Night in Tallinn (analysed in 
the previous chapter).  Two years after the incident Norman created a full-size golden replica 
of the removed Bronze Soldier and resumed it in its former location: “With this act I visualised 
my argument that although the upstaged problems surrounding the […] drama of relocation 
[…] are now neatly tucked away and removed from the public space, they nevertheless 
continue to exist and they should be dealt with.”167 The golden replica entitled After-War 
(2009) was, however, removed by the police and at the moment the monument is displayed 
in an installation environment (Fig. 28). The artist also claims that the symbol presented in the 
other context “serves as a pretext for decoding existing cultural practises and casting doubt 
on the rhetoric of (historical) winners and losers.”168 Norman refuses to choose one historical 
‘truth’ from all of the confrontational collective memories and rather asks “uncomfortable 
questions regarding democracy, tolerance, xenophobia and fear.”169 Norman’s artistic 
intervention, without a doubt, re-contextualizes the Bronze Soldier’s symbolic meaning in 
Tallinn’s Post Socialist space and challenges political manipulations that used the artwork 
merely as a signifier of power, also pointing out to the sensitive issues related to minority 
marginalisation in Estonia.   
 One of the most controversial monumental interventions in the Soviet block was, 
undeniably, the Pink Tank (1991) by the acclaimed provocative Czech artist David Cerny (Fig. 
29). Originally entitled the Monument to the Soviet Tank Crews (1945) the sculpture of the tank 
for many Czechs in Prague was a symbol of the Soviet occupation. After the Velvet Revolution 
and the end of the Communist rule in Czechoslovakia, debates of the monument removal 
heated up and in April 1991 the tank was painted in a pink colour overnight by the young art 
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student Cerny and his friends. The artist was arrested and the tank was re-painted green, then 
pink again, until finally relocated to the Military Technical Museum Lesany. Jan Vitvar in 
‘Czech Republic: the Exhibitionist’ (2009) claims that “Cerny was immediately labelled an 
impudent youngster who lacked proper respect for the victims of World War II and called into 
question the role (later also disputed by historians) of the Soviet Union in the liberation of 
Czechoslovakia.”170 However, as noted by Vitvar, for Cerny “it was a watershed experience 
right at the beginning of his career: he realised that an artist can use his work to stir up public 
debate and that his voice could be heard […] [in] a place where the norm for more than forty 
totalitarian years was to keep your trap shut and stay in lockstep with the regime.”171 In one of 
the interviews Cerny was asked whether Socialist-Realist artworks dotting the country should 
be removed, to which the artist responded: “Maybe, when something better can be put there. 
I'm not sure there's much point in holding onto things out of nostalgia. But there may be 
things which serve as reminders and should not be destroyed.”172 In any case, Cerny’s ironic 
artistic re-interpretation is still significant for many Czechs and the tank was again temporarily 
placed in the centre of Prague on a pontoon on the Vltava River in 2011 to mark the 20th 
anniversary of the commemorative events and the state’s liberation.   
Very similar monument intervention strategies are employed by anonymous street 
artist(s) in Sofia, Bulgaria. The Monument to the Soviet Army (1954) in the recent years has been 
painted/vandalised (depends on one’s view) many times marking important current political 
events (Fig. 30).  Starting from June 18, 2011 the sculptures were transformed into Western 
comic book superheroes and fictional characters of popular culture, such as Superman, the 
Joker, Ronald McDonald and Santa Claus. The caption left by the intruder(s) revealed that the 
landmark was now “In step with the times”. The artwork, as suggested by Mina Ivanova, 
“touched a nerve with the general Bulgarian public by exposing through critical humor the 
dominant ideologies in the national political context – the lingering reverberations of the 
communist regime and the current capitalist paradigm.”173 Unquestionably, the political 
aspect of the intervention was extremely controversial and variously interpreted. Clive Leviev-
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Sawyer in The Sofia Echo reported that “for some it was an insult and for others it was an 
inspiration.”174 Russia’s foreign ministry expressed ‘regret’ and called the incident a ‘hooligan 
vandalism’ that ‘disgraced and insulted’ Soviet Soldiers.175 On the other hand, David Carrier 
and Joachim Pissarro in Wild Art (2013) note that street artists across the world can deliver 
“caustic, bitter messages against ruling systems.”176 Carrier and Pissarro even claim that this 
‘sophisticated’ public intervention in Sofia “conveys that there is not an exit out of the 
Americanisation of world culture […] [and] the real victors of Stalingrad in 1942 were not the 
Soviet Red Army, but a band of characters whose existence is the product of American 
dreams”.177 In 2013 the monument was painted again by anonymous artist(s); this time in 
pink, to mark the anniversary of the Prague Spring in an apparent reference to Cerny’s Pink 
Tank. In 2014 the central soldier figure of the monument was ‘dressed’ in blue and yellow 
colours that demonstrated a support for Ukraine during the Euromaidan protests. Despite of 
various disputes whether this intervention is an act of disrespectful vandalism ‘defacing’ 
sacrificed Soviet soldiers, or an impressive, clever and subtly ironic piece of art, without a 
doubt, it simply indicates that any meaning of an ideological art object and its signification 
can be altered and transformed, through diverse artistic means and different interpretative 
discourses.  
 
Unsurprisingly, the significant pink colour also echoed in the Green Bridge debate. Lithuanian 
musician Andrius Mamonovas probably was also inspired by the Cerny’s Tank thus, quite 
possibly ironically, suggested renewing the green sculptures also painting them pink. In the 
debate Mamontovas claimed that the issue was being taken too seriously and the pink colour 
would not be an insult but rather a re-interpretation, in his own words, “remix à la Andy 
Warhol style” (Fig. 31).178 While such a ‘borrowed’ idea was basically only a spontaneous 
suggestion, the Green Bridge ensemble, as a matter of fact, has already been marked by 
artistic interventions, the most impressive being that of Gediminas Urbonas exactly twenty 
years ago.   
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In 1995 the Mundane Language public art project, curated by the sculptor Algis 
Lankelis, aimed “to establish a dialogue between art practise and everyday life.”179 The project 
and Urbonas’ creative outcome is shortly reviewed by Laima Kreivyte in her essay ‘Going 
Public: Strategies of Interventions in Lithuania’ in Interventions: Advances in Art and Urban 
Futures (2005). As described by Kreivyte, selected artists were invited to transform elements of 
Vilnius urban space challenging perceptions of the city and focusing on contemporary 
political and social aspects. Gediminas Urbonas (who now is professor at the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology and an established international artist known for his interdisciplinary 
practice) chose the sculptures of the Green Bridge as his main focus.  The artist covered the 
heads of the Agriculture with mirror cubes addressing the statue’s problematic presence in 
Post Socialist public space entitling his work Coming or Going (Fig. 32), Kreivyte suggests that 
the mirror surface which reflected the flow of the river and clouds contained a simple 
message: “sculpture mirrors its time and society, which is changing all the time.”180 Finally, the 
work inspired a heated debate in the media and, according to Kreivyte, “it is one of the best 
examples how public art in general and sculpture in particular has moved from the 
representational to the discursive, through its move into public space.”181 Indeed, it could be 
claimed that Urbonas’ artistic intervention, while still in the early period of Lithuania’s 
independency, was one of the most unique offered transformations. The artwork clearly 
questioned the fate of the Socialist-Realist heritage in the context of Post-Socialist Vilnius 
(Coming or Going?) but also suggested that even though the ideology has changed, the 
sculptures still ‘mirror’ the city. The image of the artwork was reproduced many times (mostly 
on the covers of various academic art publications); disappointingly, there is a lack of 
information regarding this artistic project. Therefore, in the recent debates people are mostly 
unaware of this early re-contextualisation that accurately marked the transitory time and 
space in Post-Soviet Vilnius urban sphere.  
 The other, somewhat rarely noticed or analysed artwork, that attempts to de-
contextualise the sculptures of the Green Bridge, is the Chain (2010) by Kunotas Vildziunas 
(Fig. 33). The sculpture constructed of the three interlocking steel rings is, in fact, hung right 
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underneath the bridge. The Chain is one of the three art objects from Vildziunas’ project The 
Signs of Vilnius that was financed by the government and aimed to decorate the three bridges 
in the city (also the Zirmunu Bridge and the Zveryno Bridge) symbolically marking the three 
different Lithuanian historical periods. David McKenzie argues that the Chain “may give the 
bridge a far different meaning now than what the Soviet authorities had originally 
intended.”182 Indeed, the sculpture supposes to reflect the Soviet occupation and, as 
interpreted by McKenize, together with the sculptural ensemble above, reveal that the period 
“dragged Lithuania down, almost to a watery grave.”183 Nevertheless, Vildziunas’ creation was 
rather negatively received by other artists and art historians. For example, Lithuanian art critic 
Kestutis Sapoka claims that the object is simply an ‘aesthetically easy’ and an ‘ideologically 
safe’ option thus meaningless and ‘wrapped up’ in a ‘truthful’ populist nationalist rhetoric.184 
Moreover, the sculpture proved to be rather unpractical; heavy and displaced it seems to 
block the way for the passing steamboats. Nevertheless, the Chain still perfectly exemplifies 
how such artistic additions can easily reverse ideological meanings. Yet, after the possible 
removal of the Green Bridge sculptures, it may look even more ‘disconnected’ from the 
surroundings.  
 The most recent venture to reinterpret the Socialist-Realist monuments was by 
Lithuanian architect Audrius Ambrasas who is well-known for his significant modernist 
landmarks such as Rupert Art Centre in Vilnius. Ambrasas’ project Reduction of the Green 
Bridge sculptures was part of the Vilnius Street Art Festival in 2014. The architect proposed a 
temporary installation for the festival that would ‘frame/cage’ the sculptures in openwork 
steel constructions (Fig. 34), claiming it would signal “that we still see the sculptures but do 
not believe the message they convey.”185 The information on the festival’s website suggested 
that “the idea negotiates the memories of oppression and contextualises the sculptures.”186 
The project was positively supported by the media and even by some art historians. For 
example, Marija Dremaite stated: “Recently more and more people claim that the Green 
Bridge sculptures symbolise the dangers of our freedom. So we can lock them. Let’s close 
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them into cages; in this way we will ‘cure’ and preserve them. At the end of the festival the 
soldiers might stay in there. However, the other statues should be free. They are definitely not 
a threat.”187 The project was approved by the Department of Cultural Heritage; however, 
Vilnius City Municipality did not issue the permission, which quite clearly indicated that the 
final decision on the fate of the Green Bridge sculptures will simply be a political one. 
 All in all, the suggested examples clearly demonstrate how it is possible to renew and 
transform the meanings of ideological art. Contemporary artistic practises are capable to 
resolve the complicated issues related to the Socialist-Realist monumental heritage in Post-
Socialist spaces, or at least to offer alternative perception models. Each introduce a wider-
ranging approach than a simple ‘remove or preserve’ through various artistic means. The 
most persuasive and powerful re-interpretative artworks , however, do not narrate, fabricate, 
celebrate or condemn but rather set a distance, investigate, extend, dialogue and supplement 
fresh perspectives.  
 
 
3.3 Fading colours/Rainbow colours?  
Barthesian Myths, Queer and Feminist Embrace  
 
There are strong myths and weak myths; in the former, the political quantum is 
immediate, the depoliticization is abrupt; in the later, the political quality of the 
object has faded like a colour, but the slightest thing can bring back its 
strength brutally […]. Men do not have with myth a relationship based on truth 
but on use: they depoliticize according to their needs.188 
 
- Roland Barthes, Myth today, 1957 
 
 
Roland Barthes in his acclaimed essay collection Mythologies (1957) defines myth as a type of 
speech and mythology as a fragment of the vast science of signs, semiology.189 For Barthes, 
myth is consistent of the tri-dimensional pattern: the signifier, the signified and the sign; it is 
also a second-order semiological system: the first one is a linguistic system (or the modes of 
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representation which are assimilated to it) and the second is myth itself, metalanguage, which 
gets hold of the first one and makes it a mere signifier. In this second order, “materials of 
mythical speech (the language itself, photography, painting, posters, rituals, objects, etc.), 
however different at the start, are reduced to a pure signifying function as soon as they are 
caught by myth. […] myth wants to see in them only a sum of signs, a global sign, the final 
term of a first semiological chain.”190  
In ‘Myth on the Left’ Barthes explains this concept describing the Stalinist myth that 
appropriated metalanguage in which a signifier was the ritual invocation of Stalin (and the 
epithets with which his name was surrounded), a signified was the intention to respect 
orthodoxy, discipline and unity appropriated by the Communist Party, and a signification was 
under the name of Genius.191 The same semiological system could be identified in the Green 
Bride debate which in itself is indeed mythical with its own metalanguage: there are signifiers 
formed within a previous system (the sculptural monuments that are ritual invocations of 
Communism); there is a signified (period of the Stalinist regime in Lithuania); finally, there is a 
presence of the signified through the signifier (in Lithuanian case, this is the sign of power or 
oppression, in contrast to that of Genius). Barthes also emphasized that “the fundamental 
character of the mythical concept is to be appropriated […] there is no fixity in mythical 
concepts: they can come into being, alter, disintegrate, disappear completely. And it is 
precisely because they are historical that history can very easily suppress them.”192 It is not my 
aim in this sub-chapter to study this Green Bridge mythology thoroughly as a type of speech. I 
also do not intend to claim that mythologies related to Lithuanian oppressed past should be 
‘suppressed’ completely (at the moment that would certainly be unattainable; also, as noted 
by Barthes, “everything can be a myth provided it is conveyed by a discourse”193). Rather, my 
point is that the myth of the Green Bridge and the sculptural signification of power, with its 
metalanguage currently appropriated vastly in the media, is a ‘weak’ one, and, as described 
by Barthes, the political quality of the statues can ‘fade like a colour’ very soon even though 
recently its ‘strength has been brought back brutally’ (by the events in Ukraine). While this 
claim was partially supported in the previous sub-chapter by the examples of artistic practices 
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and their capability of a meaning transformation, I nevertheless want to point out some other 
examples of the Green Bridge mythological re-appropriation strategies that may finally reveal 
how the sculptural signification of these monuments could be altered. These examples, then, 
will as well demonstrate how the claim that the sculptures should be removed because they 
are the signs of oppression, is also a ‘weak’ one, as their signification is a shifting construct 
(de)politicized and (re)determined constantly.   
The perfect example of such re-appropriation is the fact that the image of Industry and 
Construction (Fig. 7) was adopted by the Lithuanian National LGBT Rights Organisation and 
used for the cover of their publication Discrimination at Work in 2003.194 The issue was, 
however, marked with a scandal as the sculptor Bronius Vysniauskas, then 84 years old, 
claimed his artwork was used without permission and demanded compensation. Vysniauskas 
‘felt offended’ by the interpretation and said that the intention was to depict two working 
men holding ‘masculine’ tools: “Those are simply not the tools for children or girls, that is why 
we depicted two men. One man is older, the other one is younger, both are strong and 
energetic. How and why is that supposed to be linked to homosexuals?”195 The executive 
director of the organisation Vladimir Simonko replied: “Two beautiful men stand besides, why 
couldn’t they feel sympathy for each other? Moreover, both are workers thus it was 
appropriate to use their image for the publication related to work conditions of discriminated 
gay people.”196 Erika Grigoraviciene who analysed the incident in her paper ‘Hegemony and 
Homosexuality, or what the sculptures of the Green Bridge represent’ (2003) criticized both 
Vysniauskas’ patriarchal views and the fact that the representatives of the LGBT organisation, 
instead of promoting equal rights, paradoxically used the strategies of idolatry and employed 
the image that was initially a simulacrum and a sign of power thus not suitable for such 
representation. In Grigoraviciene’s view, the whole situation was an illogical transactional 
triangle in which totalitarianism, patriarchy and marginalised LGBT community place 
themselves in exchanging positions of a victim, a persecutor and a rescuer.197 The affair was 
also showcased by Lithuanian writer and film director Marius Ivaskevicius in his short 25 
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minutes documentary film Two on the Bridge (2004). Without a doubt, in the film the Green 
Bridge historical signification was re-contextualised thus through the suggested interviews 
with the artist, the LGBT rights activists and the sculptures removal supporters, the statues 
symbolically become the signifier of LGBT rights movement in Lithuania. This situation of a 
symbolic Queer embrace seems paradoxical and ironic, considering the fact that sexuality was 
rarely, if ever, openly depicted in an official Socialist-Realist art, and homosexuals or any 
sexual and gender minorities were condemned and perceived as criminals by the Stalinist 
regime. Moreover, the earlier mentioned proposal to paint the Guarding Peace soldiers pink, 
then, may also indicate an interesting re-interpretative strategy: pink colour is often 
associated with male homosexuality (e.g. pink triangle was used by Nazis to identify 
imprisoned gay men and later was adopted as a symbol of gay rights movement) and would 
indeed sharply contradict the representation of ‘strong heterosexual male’ soldiers. Overall, 
these examples clearly demonstrate how the meaning and perception of the statues can be 
easily reversed and altered through different discourses encouraging debates related to 
minority marginalisation, discrimination or human rights protection in Lithuania.  
The very similar re-appropriation strategy was anonymously used in 2013 when the 
female and male figures of the Agriculture statue were fixed with colourful balaclavas (Fig. 35). 
Balaclavas, signifiers of the Russian feminist protest group Pussy Riot, were evidently used as 
a reference to the political events in Russia in October 2013, to support the two members of 
the group, Nadezhda Tolokonnikova and Maria Alyokhina, who were sentenced to two years 
in prison, while the other member Yekaterina Samutsevich was freed on probation.198 The 
meaning of the sculptures, previously the signs of oppression, in this case is symbolically 
reversed; ‘wearing’ signifying protesters’ masks they mark transition and become the signs of 
support for the feminist movement in Russia that critiques Kremlin’s politics and the Russian 
Orthodox Church which they perceive and condemn as repressive. The choice of the 
Agriculture must have been an intentional one, as analysed in the second chapter; it can be 
argued that the statue’s iconographic interpretation suggests an equal representation of both 
genders.  
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Boris Groys in an interview in Theory, Culture and Society (2011) claims: “No image can 
really embody a religion or an ideology, every image is ultimately a weak, inadequate image. 
In the heat of an image war, an image can make an impression, be seen as a strong, even 
overwhelming image. But on closer inspection, every propaganda image turns out a parody 
of the ideology it is supposed to propagate.”199 Similarly, Barthes notes that every object can 
pass from a closed, silent existence to an oral state, but at the same time, there are no 
‘substantial’ myths and there exists formal limits as the signs/images/sculptures are always 
open to appropriation from society. Undoubtedly, suggested examples illustrate how the 
mythical concept of the Green Bridge sculptures is not fixed but, contrary, on a closer 
inspection, they could be continuously re-determined and re-contextualised. Groys also 
suggests: “The artistic critique of a strong image does not need to produce any strong 
counter-image. It is enough to demonstrate the actual weakness of propagandistic images – 
to demonstrate their involuntary self-parodistic aspects and, by doing so, to turn an 
involuntary parody into a voluntary parody. Art is a weak medium. Artists do know that – 
even if the public loves to be overwhelmed.”200 While I do not necessarily agree with the 
statement that art is a weak medium (the previous sub-chapter on the artistic practices, also 
the examples of iconoclasm and, generally, the problematic issue of my thesis indicate 
differently), Groys is, undoubtedly, correct claiming the weakness of mythologized 
propagandistic images. In the Post-Socialist public space, the red colour of the Green Bridge 
can certainly fade away, the pink colour can be easily re-appropriated, the sculptures can 
even assume all the colours of the rainbow.  
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Conclusion 
 
Plato’s Ideal City:  
Political Decisions & Objectivity in Post-Soviet Vilnius 
 
On 10 February, 2015 the Department of Cultural Heritage under the Ministry of Culture made 
the decision to keep the sculptural ensemble in the Lithuanian preserved heritage list. After 
the board meeting, it was announced that the chairman of the board dr. Romas Pakalnis was 
the only one of the eight independent members who had voted for the removal of the 
sculptures. The other members (architects Nijole Kazakeviciute and Vincas Brezgys, art 
historians dr. Dalia Klajumiene, dr. Nijole Tumeniene, dr. Marija Dremaite, historian dr. 
Gintautas Sliesoriunas, archaeologist dr. Gintautas Rackevicius) supported the preservation.201 
The day after the decision, Pakalnis resigned from the chairman position rather dramatically 
stating that he did not want to continue his work with the members who “have different 
values in their heads.”202 At the same day Lithuanian news portal Delfi published the article 
‘7:1, or the intellectual betrayal’203 by philosopher Mantas Adomenas (also the member of the 
centre-right Homeland Union Party) where he admitted being ‘shocked’ by the decision. 
According to Adomenas, the members of the board did not provide any supporting 
arguments for their verdict and only afterwards they admitted in this way protesting against 
the political pressure.204 Adomenas’ disappointment with the decision is not surprising, 
considering the fact that the Homeland Union Party, together with the Young Conservative 
League, actively promoted the petition for the removal of the sculptures (Fig. 13) and funded 
the removal campaign.205 The chairwoman of the Young Conservative League Agne 
Kaniauskaite even claimed: “The decision on the fate of the Green Bridge sculptures expresses 
our political will; naturally, the responsibility for such a decision should rest with the 
parliament and not art critics.”206 In March 2015, the newly elected Vilnius city mayor 
Remigijus Simasius (the Liberal Movement Party) declared that “the sculptures should not 
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stay.”207 In May 2015, the new board at the Department of Cultural Heritage was elected and 
will re-consider the Green Bridge issue in the following months.208 Pakalnis was re-elected as 
the chairman of the board, apparently, this time contented with the nine newly selected 
board members.209 Therefore, it seems that the decision of the seven art professionals was 
considered ‘incompetent’, thus the new government re-formed the board. The situation is 
evidently political, above all, plainly absurd and paradoxical: the removal supporters fight 
against the oppressive symbols employing the same political strategies of institutional 
censorship, positioning the Socialist-Realist heritage objects in a complete denial and 
propagated amnesia. Consequently, the only two questions remain: Should the art 
professionals, art critics or artistic practices in Lithuania even be involved in the Socialist 
aesthetic heritage preservation disputes? And are they yet capable of providing an ‘objective’ 
solution to the indicated problem that is fundamentally loaded with ideological meanings 
and substantially politicized, especially in this situation when the art objects are used merely 
as a tool to express power, and any claims of support for the sculptural preservation are 
narrowly treated as a ‘betrayal’?  
 Art professionals in the Post-Socialist condition thus are confronted with a dilemma, 
related to that of Plato’s, projected in The Republic almost 2500 years ago: is there a ‘right’ way 
to organise and represent the ideal state? Plato claimed positively and insisted on ‘banishing’ 
all mimetic art (i.e. sculpture, painting, theatre) from the ‘ideal city’ or employ it “to give a 
proper or appropriate expression to a city and its structures.”210 His ideas are discussed by 
Donald Preziosi in ‘Plato’s Dilemma and the Tasks of the Art Historian Today’ (2009). As 
explained by Preziosi, art was perceived by Plato “to be amongst the most powerful, 
dangerous, and terrifying human phenomena […] [because] of its ability to simultaneously 
fabricate and problematize the political and religious power imagined as being materialised, 
embodied, signified, or represented in a people’s forms and practices.”211 Plato, therefore, insisted 
on art’s ability to potentially “destabilise influence on the imaginations of its ordinary citizens, 
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causing them to literally think otherwise than what they are legally compelled to believe.”212 
Indeed, precisely because of this assumed ability to simultaneously fabricate and problematize 
the current political power representation, the presence of the Green Bridge sculptures is 
considered so challenging in the Vilnius city centre, as if the statues could make public think 
otherwise, influence their political choices, reject or reconsider ‘correct/current’ values 
adopted in the Post-socialist democratic Lithuanian state. But “Plato was no democrat”, 
Preziosi claims.213 Still, his dilemma is a very powerfully genuine one in contemporary 
democratic political strategies: “how do you instil a securely unquestioned belief in one’s city 
or state or nation or culture or ethnicity or identity (and not so coincidentally in one’s rulers 
and lords) that is amnesiac with regard to its fabricatedness? How do you design amnesia?”214 
Preziosi suggests that the task of art historians today is to re-engage with this most 
fundamental dilemma of the uncanny power of artistry to fabricate and problematize, also to 
power and disempower, to delight and thwart, entertain and contain social realities and 
institutions.215 In his opinion, it is only through the ongoing practice of critique that such 
dilemma could be approached to minimally entail mindfulness regarding artistic 
fabrications.216 Certainly, I support Preziosi’s ideas. There is no ‘right’ way to address the 
fabricated problematic ‘remove or preserve’ debate; yet, the issue could be solved through 
the ongoing critique, debates and constructive analysis based on the arguments from both 
sides. In this case, it is rather a shame that some of Lithuanian art experts simply avoid going 
into deeper discussions in the media, mostly because of the overwhelming political pressure 
they endure. Nevertheless, an interesting perspective is suggested by art critic Ernestas 
Parulskis in his article ‘Kittens could win’217 (2014). Parulskis ironically claims that eventually 
‘kittens could win’, in this way pointing out to the fact that an adequate replacement for the 
sculptures have not been suggested yet, which might consequently lead to the Green Bridge 
‘aesthetical catastrophe’ (Fig. 36).218 While Parulskis argues that the Green Bridge discussion 
could be an endless one because the supporters of the removal and those in favour of the 
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preservation investigate the problem through different discourses and fiercely reject the 
arguments offered by opponents, I want to conclude my thesis insisting that an ‘objective’ 
verdict could still be achieved.  
 
Satya P. Mohanty in his paper ‘Can Our Values Be Objective?’ (2001) asks: “Are evaluations 
always political? Are our efforts to make objective value judgments always thwarted by our 
own political interests or our cultural or social perspectives?”219 He opposes post-modernist 
outlook claiming: ‘I would like to defend the view that objectivity is attainable in such areas as 
ethics and even aesthetics. […] objectivity is an epistemic ideal in the realm of values 
precisely because values often refer to facts and properties that exist independently of our 
beliefs.’220 Analysing Michel Foucault’s extreme notion that human nature and all knowledge 
are unavoidably socially situated, Mohanty favours views of Noam Chomsky who argues that 
“our concept of human nature is certainly limited; it’s partially socially conditioned, 
constrained by our character defects and the limitations of the intellectual culture in which 
we exist. Yet at the same time it is critical importance that we know what impossible goals 
we’re trying to achieve, if we hope to achieve some of the possible ones.”221 Mohanty 
completely agrees with this statement and also declares:   
 
[…] like Chomsky, I would like to argue that values are not only socially 
determined, because often they also refer to deeper features of human nature, 
our species-wide needs and capacities, which set limits on how historically 
‘contingent’ legitimate evaluations can be. Our evaluations can be objective, I 
suggest, because they are often about features of human nature which are 
independent of our own socially shaped judgments and attitudes. […] our 
evaluations can thus be more than merely positive effects, and more than 
unacknowledged political interests. One of the key challenges for any theory of 
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value, then, is to account for both the social and historical variability of values 
and (simultaneously) the possibility of objectivity.222  
 
Finally, at the end of his text Mohanty observes that ‘objectivity’ is certainly an attainable 
notion as “our deepest evaluations are often about complex objects in the world, objects 
which we are attempting to understand and know and which cannot be reduced to our 
ideological constructions”.223 Overall, I support Mohanty’s position. Even though it surely can 
be argued that our values and worldview are determined by our culture and its ideological 
position, it is still possible for an art professional to be objective in her/his research by 
collaboration, comparing views and acknowledging differences, identifying common 
grounds and unifying concepts that can subsequently determine pursuable objectivity. This 
could just as well be achieved through interdisciplinarity, referring to global examples, 
employing different research methods and theories, examining unexpected contexts, objects 
and subjects, generating knowledge.  
 
All in all, I hope I have managed to achieve such objectivity. With this final MA thesis I aimed 
to disclose the complexity of the Green Bridge debate through the analysis of various 
discourses emphasizing how art territory engaging with the political could cause diverse 
corresponding attitudes and even lead to iconoclastic conflicts because of an infinite and 
ultimate power it represents. I have considered the arguments from both sides of the ‘remove 
or preserve’ dispute. The ‘RED!’ chapter examined the monuments in relation to Lithuania’s 
oppressed history as the time-factored symbols of an entire culture. The ‘PINK?’ chapter 
proposed a wider-raging ‘history as an art’ approach and emphasized the importance of 
contemporary artistic practices and their capabilities of a meaning transformation.  I did not 
intend to bring the solution to the Green Bridge problem; evidently, the well-supported and 
argumentative compromise could only be accomplished through the on-going debate 
between the residents of Vilnius, art professionals and politicians. Foucault’s quote in the 
Introduction of this thesis indicated the importance of the intellectual’s role in such debates. 
Art critics and art historians thus should not focus on “moulding the political will of others”, 
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rather, as accurately described by Foucault, it is only through performing analyses, shaking up 
habits, ways of thinking, and dispelling commonplace beliefs, that their voice could be 
considered valuable and irreplaceable.  The new decision of the sculptures will be offered by 
the newly elected board in the following months, hopefully, it will not be only a political one. 
 
 
 
 
 68  
Appendix  
 
1. Figures 
 
Fig. 1  
 
Left: Vilnius city plan in the Braun and Hogenberg Civitates Orbis Terrarum III, first Latin edition (1581).  
Right: detail of the left picture. 
 
 
Fig. 2 
 
Juozapas Peska, The Green Bridge, 1808, watercolour, 35,5 x 55,7 cm,  
Vilnius University Library, Graphics Department Collection, reg. 0014719. 
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Fig. 3 
 
The postcard depicting The Green Bridge circa 1900. Chronicles of the Vilna Ghetto Collection. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 4 
 
Nikolay Belelyubsky’s designed bridge (engineer P. Vileisis), circa 1915. Kebeikis’ Collection.   
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Fig. 5 
 
The bridge was blown up by German army in 1944. Photograph from Kebeikis’ Collection.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 6 
 
Sculptures that decorate the Green Bridge were added in 1952.  
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Fig. 7 
 
a. Napolenonas Petrulis, Bronius Vysniauskas, Pramone ir Statyba (Industry and Construction), 1952,  
cast iron. 
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Fig. 8  
 
b. Bernardas Bučas, Petras Vaivada, Zemes Ukis (Agriculture), 1952, cast iron. 
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Fig. 9 
 
c. Bronius Pundzius, Taikos Sargyboje (Guarding Peace), 1952, cast iron. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 74  
Fig. 10 
 
d.  Jonas Mikenas, Mokslo Jaunimas (Youth of Education), 1952, cast iron. 
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Fig. 11 
 
The Green Bridge listed at the State Cultural Heritage Registry Online Catalogue, website screenshot 
(letters added by GJ), 2015. 
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Fig. 12 
 
The sculptures are in a critical condition and might be dangerous for pedestrians.  
Photographs from March, 2015. 
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Fig. 13 
 
Petition that supports the removal of the sculptures was illustrated with the image showcasing 
pursuable Lithuanian historical representation on the Green Bridge, 2014 (the author of the illustration 
is unknown). 
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Fig. 14 
 
Protesters insist on the removal of the sculptures near the building of the Department of Cultural 
Heritage in Vilnius in February, 2015.  
Sign in the upper picture: ‘We defended the freedom of Lithuania in 1990-1991. We created and are 
still creating our state thus we demand loyalty and require the removal of those “creatures”. They were 
the aggressive tools for propaganda and lies’ (translation by GJ). 
Sign in the picture below: ‘Those who support the green “creatures” also support Putin’s terrorists’ 
(translation by GJ).
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Fig. 15 
 
Statue of Lenin is being pulled down in Vilnius, Lithuania in 1991. 
Photograph: Antanas Sutkus, Sudie, partijos draugai! (Good-bye Party Comrades!), 1991, 60 x 50cm, 
Modern Art Centre Vilnius. 
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Fig. 16 
 
Euromaidan protesters pull down and destroy the statues of Lenin in Kiev, Ukraine in 2013 and 2014.
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Fig. 17 
 
Top picture: 
The Green Bridge sculptural ensemble’s statue Guarding Peace was splashed with red paint in 2010. 
Picture below: 
Guarding Peace was ‘decorated’ with handcuffs in 2014. 
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Fig. 18 
 
Picture on the left: 
Protest against the Green Bridge sculptures in 2008. Sign: “Vse nashi ushli v 1993, a nas zabili. Zaberete 
nas damoi na rodinu mat!” (‘’All of us supposed to leave in 1993 but we were forgotten. Take us back 
to our mother nation!’’) (translation by GJ). 
Picture on the right: 
The statue of Lithuanian poet and philosopher Liudvikas Reza in Kaliningrad (Russian territory) was 
decorated with the poster addressing Lithuanian president Dalia Grybauskaite in February, 2015. Sign: 
“Dalya, bud ostorozhna – netrogai skulpturi na Zhelesnom mostu!” (“Dalia, be careful – do not touch 
the Green Bridge sculptures!”) (translation by GJ). 
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Fig. 19 
 
Enn Roos, Arnold Alas, Monument to the Fallen in the Second World War, 1947, bronze. 
Two perceptions of the Bronze Soldier. 
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Fig. 20 
 
Socialist Realist monuments unusually exhibited in the forest resort in Grutas Park near Druskininkai in 
Lithuania. 
 
 
 
Fig. 21 
 
Sculptures in Memento Park, Budapest, Hungary.
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Fig. 22 
 
Visitors pose and take pictures in Grutas Park. 
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Fig. 23 
 
Top picture: 
People impersonate pioneers, Lenin, Stalin or various other roles of Soviet period traditionally every 
year at Grutas Park. 
Picture below: 
Souvenir shop at Grutas Park. 
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Fig. 24 
 
Top picture: 
Liane Lang, Tread. Monumental Misconceptions, 2009, 95 x 120 cm, c-type photographic print. 
Picture below: 
Liane Lang, The Parachutist. Monumental Misconceptions, 2009, 120 x 95 cm, c-type photographic print.  
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Fig. 25 
 
The drawn picture of Lenin monument in Grutas Park is revealed in Narkevicius’ video installation.  
Deimantas Narkevicius, The Role of the Lifetime, 2003, Film, Super 8 mm, 8 mm, 35 mm, shown as video, 
projection, black and white and colour and sound (mono), duration: 16 minutes, TATE collection.224 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 26 
 
Deimantas Narkevicius, The Head, 2007, 35 mm film transferred to video, colour and black/white, 
sound, 12 minutes, donated to the Museo Reina Sofia. 225 
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Fig. 27 
 
Top picture: 
Deimantas Narkevicius, Once in the XX Century, 2004, 16mm film transferred to video, colour and 
sound, 8 minutes, MoMA collection, the installation view at the Museo Reina Sofia, Madrid. 226 
Picture below: 
Narkevicius in his video includes the scene of Lenin monument removal in Vilnius in 1991. 
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Fig. 28 
 
Top picture: 
Kristina Norman, After-War, 2009, Golden replica of the Bronze Soldier, Center for Contemporary Arts, 
Estonia. 
Picture below: 
The replica was removed by the Estonian police on 9 May 2009. 
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Fig. 29 
 
Top picture: 
David Cerny, Pink Tank, 1991, 1000 x 400 x 350, tank, paint.     
Picture below: the Pink Tank returned to the centre of Prague in 2011.
 92  
Fig. 30 
 
The Monument to the Soviet Army (1954) repainted/vandalised 2011-2014 (from bottom to top) in 
Sofia, Bulgaria. 
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Fig. 31 
 
The Photoshopped pink Guarding Peace, as suggested by Remigijus Pipyne RG-Studio in a public 
Facebook discussion. 
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Fig. 32 
 
Gediminas Urbonas, Coming or Going, 1995, bronze sculptures, metal, mirror. 
 
 95  
Fig. 33 
 
Kunotas Vildziunas, The Chain, 2010, steel. 
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Fig. 34  
 
Audrius Ambrasas, pictures from the project the Reduction of the Green Bridge sculptures for the Vilnius 
Steet Art Festival, 2014. 
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Fig.  35 
 
The Agriculture and Pussy Riot masks, October  2012. 
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 Fig. 36 
 
Liudas Parulskis, Kittens could win, 2014, photo manipulation.  
Illustration for Ernestas Parulskis article ‘Kittens could win’, 2014. 
 99  
2. Bibliography  
 
 
Abdullah, Benzer, Groys 2011 
Hannah Abdullah, Matthias Benzer, Boris Groys, ‘…Our fate as a Living Corpse. An Interview with Boris 
Groys’, Theory, Culture & Society, 28:2 (2011), pp. 69-93. 
 
Annus 2011 
Epp Annus, ‘The Conditions of Soviet Colonialism’, Interlitteraria, 16:2 (2011), pp. 441-459. 
 
Antanaviciute 2009 
Rasa Antanaviciute, ‘Five years of Stalin’s rule: signification of Vilnius public spaces in 1947–1952’, 
Menotyra, 16:3-4 (2009), pp. 150-169. 
 
Barthes 1957 
Roland Barthes, Mythologies, New York: The Noonday Press, (25th ed.), 1991. 
 
Baudrillard 1981 
Jean Baudrillard, ‘Simulacra and Simulations’, 1981, In: Mark Poster (Ed.), Jean Baudrillard. Selected 
writings, (2nd edition), Cambridge: Polity Press, 2001.  
 
Bell 2003 
Duncan S. A. Bell, ‘Mythscapes: memory, mythology, and national identity’, British Journal of Sociology, 
54:1 (2003), pp. 63-81. 
 
Benjamin 1969 
Walter Benjamin, Illuminations, New York: Schocken Books, 1969. 
 
Bhabha 2013 
Homi Bhabha, ‘In between Cultures’, New Perspectives Quarterly, 30:4 (2013), pp. 107-109. 
 
Bhabha 1994 
Homi Bhabha, The Location of Culture, Routledge: London, 1994 
 
Bhabha, Rutherford 1990 
Jonathan Rutherford, ‘The Third Space. Interview with Homi Bhabha’, Idenitity: Community, Culture, 
Difference, London: Lawrence and Wishart, 1990. 
 
Bielinis 1988 
Jurgis Bielinis, Lietuvos TSR istorijos ir kulturos paminklu savadas, Vilnius: Vyriausioji enciklopedijų 
redakcija, 1988. 
 
Bonnell 1997 
Victoria E. Bonnell, Iconography of Power: Soviet Political Posters under Lenin and Stalin, Berkley: 
University of California Press, 1997. 
  
Budrys 1961 
Stasys Budrys, Juozas Mikenas, Vilnius: Valstybine Poltines ir Mokslines Literaturos Leidykla, 1961. 
 
 100  
Carrier, Pissarro 2013 
David Carrier, Joachim Pissarro, Wild Art, First Edition, London: Phaidon Press, 2013.  
 
Crowley, Reid 2002 
David Crowley, Susan E. Reid (Eds.), Socialist Spaces. Sites of Everyday Life in the Eastern Block, Oxford: 
Berg, 2002. 
 
Drema 1991 
Vladas Drema, Lost Vilnius, Vilnius: Vaga, 1991. 
 
Ehala 2009 
Martin Ehala, ‘The Bronze Soldier: Identity Threat and Maintenance in Estonia’, Journal of Baltic Studies, 
40:1 (2009), pp. 139-158. 
 
Freedberg 1989 
David Freedberg, The Power of Images: Studies in the History and Theory of Response, London and 
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1989.  
 
Foucault 1991 
Michel Foucault, Duccio Trombadori, Remarks on Marx. Conversations with Duccio Trombadori, New 
York: Semiotext(e), 1991.  
 
Greenberg 1939 
Clement Greenberg, ‘Avant-Garde and Kitsch’, 1939, In:  Charles Harrison & Paul Wood (Eds.), Art in 
Theory 1900-1990. An Anthology of Changing Ideas, Oxford: Blackwell Publishers Ltd, 1999. 
 
Grigoraviciene 2003 
Erika Grigoraviciene, ‘Hegemony and Homosexuality, or What the Sculptures of the Green Bridge 
Represent’, 2003, In: Erika Grigoraviciene, Laima Kreivyte (Eds.), Challenges of Representation, Vilnius: 
AICA Lithuanian Section Conference, 2005. 
 
Groys 1992 
Boris Groys, The Total Art of Stalinism, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992. 
 
Groys 2008 
Boris Groys, Art Power, Cambridge: The MIT Press, 2008. 
 
Halbwachs 1992 
Maurice Halbwachs, On Collective Memory, Chicago: the University of Chicago Press, 1992. 
 
Ivanova 2014 
Mina Ivanova, ‘The Bulgarian Monument to the Soviet Army: Visual Burlesque, Epic, and the 
Emergence of Comic Subjectivity’, Quarterly Journal of Speech, 100:3 (2014), pp. 273-302. 
 
Kaiser 2012 
Robert Kaiser, ‘Reassembling the event: Estonia’s “Bronze Night”’, Environment and Planning D: Society 
and Space, v.30 (2012), pp. 1046-1063. 
 
 
 101  
Kelertas 2006 
Violeta Kelertas (Ed.), Baltic Postcolonialism, Amsterdam: Rodopi B.V., 2006 
 
Klumbyte 2007 
Neringa Klumbyte, ‘Review of Kelertas’s: Baltic Postcolonialism’, East European Politics and Societies, 
21:2 (2007), pp. 382-391. 
 
Kreivyte 2005 
Laima Kreivyte, ‘Going Public: Strategies of Intervention in Lithuania’, In: Malcolm Miles & Tim Hall 
(Eds.), Interventions: Advances in Art and Urban Futures, Vol. 4, Bristol: Intellect Books, 2005. 
 
Lang, Luke 2010 
Liane Lang, Ben Luke, Liane Lang. Monumental Misconceptions: a journey through sculptural Budapest, 
Exhibition catalogue, London: The Gallery Soho, 2010.  
 
Mohanty 2001 
Satya P. Mohanty, ‘Can Our Values be Objective? On Ethics, Aesthetics, and Progressive Politics’, New 
Literary History, 32:803-833 (2011), pp. 803-833. 
 
Moore 2006 
David Chioni Moore, ‘Is the Post- in Postcolonial the Post- in Post-Soviet? Toward a Global Postcolonial 
Critique’, In: Violeta Kelertas (Ed.), Baltic Postcolonialism, Amsterdam: Rodopi B.V., 2006 
 
Morris 1966 
Robert Morris, ‘Notes on Sculpture 1-3’, Part III, 1966, In:  Charles Harrison & Paul Wood (Eds.), Art in 
Theory 1900-1990. An Anthology of Changing Ideas, Oxford: Blackwell Publishers Ltd, 1999. 
 
Panofsky 1972 
Erwin Panofsky, Studies in Iconology: Humanistic themes in the Art of Renaissance, Boulder: Westview 
Press, 1972. 
 
Parulskis 2014 
Ernestas Parulskis, ‘Kaciukai gali laimeti’, 7 meno dienos, 43:1104 (2014), p. 7. 
 
Preziosi 1998 
Donald Preziosi (Ed.), The Art of Art History: A Critical Anthology, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998. 
 
Preziosi 2009 
Donald Preziosi (Ed.), The Art of Art History: A Critical Anthology, 2 ed., Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2009. 
 
Rakevicius 2010 
Lukas Rakevicius, ‘Vilniaus tapatumo tluoksniai Brauno ir Hogenbergo Atlase’, Town Planning and 
Architecture, 34:1 (2010), pp. 17-28. 
 
Riegl 1903 
Alois Riegl, ‘The Modern Cult of Monuments: Its Essence and Its Development’, 1903, In:  Nicholas 
Stanley Price, M. Kirby Talley Jr., Alessandra Melucco Vaccaro (Eds.), Readings in Conservation: Historical 
and Philosophical Issues in the Conservation of Cultural Heritage, Los Angeles: J. Paul Getty Trust, 1996. 
 102  
 
Sapoka 2015 
Kestutis Sapoka, ‘Viesosios erdves reideologizavimas Zaliojo tilto skulpturu fone: Keletas pamastymu 
apie dailininku visuomenini vaidmeni ir visas erves’, Naujasis Zidinys – Aidai, Nr. 3 (2015). 
 
Sinkeviciute 2012 
Aida Sinkeviciute, Lietuvos tiltų statybos raida ir architektūros bruožai, Vilnius: Vytautas Magnus 
University, 2012.  
 
Tlostanova 2012 
Madina Tlostanova, ‘Postsocialist not equal postcolonial? On post-Soviet imagery and global 
coloniality’, Journal of Postcolonial Writing, 48:2 (2012), pp.130-142. 
 
Turai 2009 
Hedvig Turai, ‘Past Unmastered. Hot and cold memory in Hungary’, Third Text, 23:1 (2009), pp. 97-106. 
 
Velmet 2011 
Aro Velmet, ‘Occupied identities: National narratives in Baltic museums of Occupations’, Journal of 
Baltic Studies, 42:2 (2011), pp. 189-211. 
 
Vitvar 2009 
Jan H. Vitvar, ‘Czech Republic: The Exhibitionist’, Transitions Online, 2:5 (2009), p. 5. 
 
Zhdanov 1934 
Andrei Zhdanov, ‘Speech to the Congress of Soviet Writers’, 1934, In:  Charles Harrison & Paul Wood 
(Eds.) Art in Theory 1900-1990. An Anthology of Changing Ideas, Oxford: Blackwell Publishers Ltd, 1999. 
 
Zinoviev 1985 
Alexander Zinoviev, Homo Sovieticus, New York: The Atlantic Monthly Press, 1985. 
 
 
 103  
3. Online sources 
 
 
Adomenas 2015 
Mantas Adomenas, 7:1, arba intelektualu isdavyste, Delfi, 2015. 
<http://www.delfi.lt/news/ringas/politics/m-adomenas-71-arba-intelektualu-
isdavyste.d?id=67147822>, [accessed 23.06.2015]. 
 
Artnews.lt 2014 
Artnews, Vilnius Street Art festivalis ikalins Zaliojo tilto skulpturas, artnews.lt, 2014. 
<http://www.artnews.lt/vilnius-street-art-festivalis-ikalins-zaliojo-tilto-skulpturas-24489>, [accessed 
18.06.2015]. 
 
BBC News 2013 
BBC News, Pussy Riot: The story so far, Europe, BBC.com, 2013. 
<http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-25490161>, [accessed 20.06.2015]. 
 
Baldessari 1966-68 
John Baldessari, Solving Each Problem as It Arises, acrylic on canvas, 172.1 x 143,5 cm, Yale University 
Art Gallery, artgallery.yale.edu, 2015. 
<http://artgallery.yale.edu/collections/objects/79079>, [accessed 18.06.2015]. 
 
Baltic News Service, Bernardinai  2010 
BNS, Nacionalines dailes galerijos vadove: Zaliojo tilto skulpturos leidzia kritiskai pazvelgti i praeiti, 
bernardinai.lt, 2010. 
<http://www.bernardinai.lt/straipsnis/2010-05-21-nacionalines-dailes-galerijos-vadove-zaliojo-tilto-
skulpturos-leidzia-kritiskai-pazvelgti-i-praeiti/45230>, [accessed 28.05.2015]. 
 
Baltic News Service, Delfi 2003 
BNS, Ant Zaliojo tilto stovinti skulptura tapo geju simboliu, Delfi, 2003. 
<http://www.delfi.lt/news/daily/lithuania/ant-zaliojo-tilto-stovinti-skulptura-tapo-geju-
simboliu.d?id=2958854>, [accessed 20.06.2015]. 
 
Baltic News Service, Delfi 2010 
BNS, Dauguma Lietuvos gyventoju nepritartu sovietmecio skulpturu nukelimui nuo Zaliojo tilto Vilniuje, 
Delfi, 2010. 
<http://www.delfi.lt/news/daily/lithuania/dauguma-lietuvos-gyventoju-nepritartu-sovietmecio-
skulpturu-nukelimui-nuo-zaliojo-tilto-vilniuje.d?id=34222125>, [accessed 20.05.2015]. 
 
Baltic News Service, Delfi 2014 
BNS, Fate of Soviet sculptures on Vilnius Green Bridge to be decided in autumn, Delfi, 2014. 
<http://en.delfi.lt/lithuania/culture/fate-of-soviet-sculptures-on-vilnius-green-bridge-to-be-decided-
in-autumn.d?id=65448798>, [accessed 20.05.2015]. 
 
Baltic News Service, Delfi 2015 
BNS, Bando pateisinti sprendima del Zaliojo tilto, Delfi, 2015. 
<http://www.delfi.lt/news/daily/lithuania/bando-pateisinti-sprendima-del-zaliojo-
tilto.d?id=67138370>, [accessed 20.05.2015]. 
 
 104  
Baltic News Service, Lietuvos zinios, 2015 
BNS, R.Simasius: Zaliojo tilto skulpuru neturi likti, Lietuvos zinios, 2015. 
<http://lzinios.lt/lzinios/Lietuva-be-balvonu/r-simasius-zaliojo-tilto-skulpturu-neturi-likti/198577>, 
[accessed 22.06.2015]. 
 
Baltic News Service, 15min.lt, 2015 
BNS, Itampa konservatoriu partijoje auga – Mantas Adomenas santykius nori aiskintis teisme, 15min.lt, 
2015.  
<http://www.15min.lt/naujiena/aktualu/lietuva/itampa-konservatoriu-partijoje-auga-mantas-
adomenas-prakalbo-apie-teisma-56-472695>, [accessed 23.06.2015]. 
 
Boldrick 2013 
Stacy Boldrick, Toppled monuments and the meaning of iconoclasm, TATE Blogs and channel, 2013. 
<http://www.tate.org.uk/context-comment/article/every-statue-tells-story>, [accessed 29.05.2015]. 
 
Cerny, Jun 2004 
David Cerny, Dominik Jun, The Shape of Rebellion, The Compass Prague, praguenet.com, 2004. 
<http://www.praguenet.com/compass/number_8/feature.html>, [accessed 18.06.2015]. 
 
Dremaite 2014 
Marija Dremaite, Tai vis delto: Zaliasis ar generolo I. Cerniachovskio tiltas?, [video], 2014. 
<http://www.delfi.lt/video/aktualijos/aktualijos/tai-vis-delto-zaliasis-ar-generolo-i-cerniachovskio-
tiltas.d?id=64318400>, [accessed 20.04.2015]. 
 
ELTA, Delfi 2015 
ELTA, Prezidentura tare zodi del Zaliojo tilto skulpturu, Delfi, 2015. 
<http://www.delfi.lt/news/daily/lithuania/prezidentura-tare-zodi-del-zaliojo-tilto-
skulpturu.d?id=67188544&utm_source=rss&utm_medium=rss&utm_campaign=rss>, [accessed 
29.05.2015]. 
 
Garskaite 2015 
Rosita Garskaite, Zaliojo tilto skulpturos lieka, Lietuvos zinios, 2015. 
<http://lzinios.lt/lzinios/Lietuva-be-balvonu/zaliojo-tilto-skulpturos-lieka/196521>, [accessed 
23.06.2015]. 
 
Grigaliunaite 2015 
Violeta Grigaliunaite, Del sprendimo negriauti Zaliojo tilto skulpturu is Vertinimo tarybos traukiasi Romas 
Pakalnis, 15min.lt, 2015. 
<http://www.15min.lt/naujiena/aktualu/lietuva/del-sprendimo-negriauti-zaliojo-tilto-skulpturu-is-
vertinimo-tarybos-traukiasi-romas-pakalnis-56-484316>, [accessed 23.06.2015]. 
 
Gruto parkas 2012 
Gruto parkas, Museum of Soviet Sculptures, grutoparkas.lt, 2012. 
<http://www.grutoparkas.lt>, [accessed 13.06.2015]. 
 
Jackevicius 2014 
Mindaugas Jackevicius, Menotyrininke: Vilniuje turi likti ben vienas okupacijos zenklas, Delfi, 2014. 
<http://www.delfi.lt/news/daily/lithuania/menotyrininke-vilniuje-turi-likti-bent-vienas-okupacijos-
zenklas.d?id=64669715>, [accessed 20.05.2015]. 
 105  
Jampol 2014 
Justinian A. Jampol, Smashing Lenin won’t save Ukraine, The New York Times, 2014. 
<http://www.nytimes.com/2014/03/04/opinion/smashing-lenin-wont-save-ukraine.html?_r=0>, 
[accessed 28.05.2015]. 
 
Jones 2013 
Jonathan Jones, Why smashing statues can be the sweetest revenge, The Guardian, 2013. 
<http://www.theguardian.com/artanddesign/jonathanjonesblog/2013/dec/09/smashing-statues-
sweetest-revenge-protesters-lenin-kiev>, [accessed 22.05.2015]. 
 
JourneyMan Pictures 2010 
SBS, JourneyMan Pictures, Stalin World – Lithuania, Youtube.com, 2010. 
<https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5RJMod6iKoI>, [accessed 22.05.2015]. 
 
Kebeikis 2010 
Henrikas Kebeikis, Lietuvos tiltu istorija ikonografijoje. Tiltai per Neries Mazuju intaku (su Nerimi) 
pabaseinio upes, Kebeikis Collection: Kaunas, 2010. 
<http://www.genealogy.lt/album/main.php?g2_itemId=19039>, [accessed 18.04.2015]. 
 
Kyiv Post 2013 
Kyiv Post, Protesters rid Kyiv of Lenin statue, Public Media: Kyiv, 2013. 
<http://www.kyivpost.com/multimedia/photo/lenin-333278.html>, [accessed 28.05.2015]. 
 
Kyiv Post 2015 
Kyiv Post, NATO sees Russia’s aggression against Ukraine as aimed at destabilising its neighbours, Public 
Media: Kyiv, 2015. 
<http://www.kyivpost.com/content/ukraine/nato-sees-russias-aggression-against-ukraine-as-aimed-
at-destabilizing-its-neighbors-389721.html>, [accessed 28.05.2015]. 
 
Lang 2013 
Liane Lang, Monumental Misconceptions, lianelang.com, 2013. 
<http://www.lianelang.com/Fallen.html>, [accessed 14.06.2015]. 
 
Leviev-Sawyer 2011 
Clive Leviev-Sawyer, Monumental Controversy, The Sofia Echo, 2011. 
<http://www.sofiaecho.com/2011/06/24/1111895_monumental-controversy>, [accessed 18.06.2015]. 
 
Mackevicius 2013 
Linas Mackevicius, Discover Vilnius. The Green Bridge, [video], 2013. 
<http://www.pazinkvilniu.info/2013/03/02-zaliasis-tiltas.html>, [accessed 18.04.2015]. 
 
Made in Vilnius 2014 
Made in Vilnius, Peticija Uz Vilniu be balvonu, 2014. 
<http://www.madeinvilnius.com/lt/gyvenimas/peticija-uz-vilniu-be-balvonu/i/>, [accessed 
20.05.2015]. 
 
 
 
 
 106  
Mamontovas 2014 
Andrius Mamontovas, Pagalvojau, kad jeigu tas skulpturas ant Zaliojo Tilto nudazyti grazia ruzava spalva, 
butu visiskai super, Facebook status update, 31 March 2014. 
<https://www.facebook.com/andrius.mamontovas/posts/10152065952227582?comment_tracking=%
7B%22tn%22%3A%22O%22%7D&pnref=story>, [accessed 18.06.2015]. 
 
McKenzie 2015 
David McKenzie, The past and its new place: Soviet public sculpture in Lithuania, Opus magazine online, 
2015.  
<http://opus-mag.com/the-past-and-its-new-place-soviet-public-sculpture-in-lithuania/>, [accessed 
19.06.2015]. 
 
MoMA 2015 
The Museum of Modern Art, Deimantas Narkevicius, the Collection, 2015. 
<http://www.moma.org/collection/browse_results.php?criteria=O%3AAD%3AE%3A31384&page_nu
mber=1&template_id=1&sort_order=1>, [accessed 15.06.2015]. 
 
Museo Reina Sofia 2015 
Museo Reina Sofia, Deimantas Narkevicius Galva (the Head), Collection, 2015. 
<http://www.museoreinasofia.es/en/collection/artwork/galva-head>, [accessed 15.06.2015]. 
 
Narkevicius 2007 
Deimantas Narkevicius, Project The Head (Der Kopf), Skulptur Projekte Muenster, 2007. 
<http://www.skulptur-projekte.de/kuenstler/narkevicius/?lang=en>, [accessed 15.06.2015]. 
 
Norman 2009 
Kristina Norman, After-War, kristinanorman.ee, 2009. 
<http://www.kristinanorman.ee/after-war/>, [accessed 18.06.2015]. 
 
Penzin 2009 
Alexei Penzin, Post-Soviet Singularity and Codes of Cultural Translation, The Latvian Center for 
Contemporary Art, 2009.  
<http://monumenttotransformation.org/atlas-of-transformation/html/s/singularity/post-soviet-
singularity-and-codes-of-cultural-translation-alexei-penzin.html>, [accessed 05.05.2015]. 
 
State Cultural Heritage Registry Catalogue 2015 
Kulturos paveldo departamentas prie Kulturos ministerijos, Zaliasis tiltas su skulpturomis, 2015. 
<http://kvr.kpd.lt/heritage>, [accessed 20.04.2015].  
 
Street Art Vilnius 2014 
Street Art Vilnius, Audrius Ambrasas, streetart.lt, 2014. 
<http://www.streetart.lt/audrius-ambrasas-lt/>, [accessed 19.06.2015].  
 
Tate 2015 
Tate, Deimantas Narkevicius: The role of the Lifetime 2003, Art & artists, 2015. 
<http://www.tate.org.uk/art/artworks/narkevicius-the-role-of-a-lifetime-t12256>, [accessed 
13.06.2015]. 
 
 
 107  
Van Abbemuseum 2009 
Van Abbemuseum, The Unanimous Life: solo exhibition by Deimantas Narkevicius, Programme, 2009. 
<http://vanabbemuseum.nl/en/programme/detail/?tx_vabdisplay_pi1%5Bptype%5D=18&tx_vabdisp
lay_pi1%5Bproject%5D=337>, [accessed 13.06.2015]. 
 
Van den Boogerd 2009 
Dominic van den Boogerd, Deimantas Narkevicius. Herinnerig en documen in tijd van repressie, 
Metropolis M, 2009. 
<http://metropolism.com/magazine/2009-no1/deimantas-narkevi-ius/>, [accessed 14.06.2015]. 
 
Vilniaus gatve 2015 
Vilniaus gave, Jaunieji konservatoriai ragina griauti Zaliojo ilto skulpturas, vilniausgatve.lt, 2014. 
<http://www.vilniausgatve.lt/jaunieji-konservatoriai-ragina-griauti-zaliojo-tilto-skulpturas/>, 
[accessed 24.06.2015]. 
 
Zemkauskas 2014 
Rytis Zemkauskas, Alchemija LXXI. Zaliasis tiltas, Alchemija, [video], 2014. 
<http://www.alchemija.tv/index.php/alchemija1/alchemija-lxvi.-aliasis-tiltas/>, [accessed 07.05.2015]. 
 
15min.lt news, 2015 
15min.lt, Del Zaliojo tilto skulpturu spresianciai tarybai vel vadovaus Romas Pakalnis, 2015. 
 108  
4. Index of Figures 
 
Cover Image 
Laimonas Ciunys, Paduok plaktuka, 2010, digital photograph, colours altered by GJ. 
<http://www.efoto.lt/node/532630>, [accessed 20.05.2015].   
 
Fig.1  
Georg Braun, Franz Hogenberg, Civitates Orbis Terrarum III, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem & The 
Jewish National & University Library, first Latin edition of volume III, 1581.  
<http://historic-cities.huji.ac.il/lithuania/vilnius/maps/braun_hogenberg_III_59.html>, [accessed 
18.04.2015]. 
 
Fig. 2 
Juozapas Peska, The Green Bridge Across Neris, 1808, paper, watercolour, 35,5 x 55,7 cm, Vilnius 
University Library, Graphics Department Collection. 
<http://www.muziejai.lt/prev_vers/Klasicizmas/VII-38.htm>, [accessed 18.04.2015]. 
 
Fig. 3 
Wilno. The Green Bridge and the overall view, circa 1900, postacard, Vilnius: Chronicles of the Vilna 
Ghetto. 
<http://www.vilnaghetto.com/gallery2/v/vilnapostcards/album28/Vilna_1.jpg.html>, [accessed 
18.04.2015]. 
 
Fig. 4 
Henrikas Kebeikis, Lietuvos tiltu istorija ikonografijoje. Tiltai per Neries Mazuju intaku (su Nerimi) 
pabaseinio upes, Kaunas: Kebeikis Collection, 2010, p. 38 
<http://www.genealogy.lt/album/main.php?g2_itemId=19039>, [accessed 18.04.2015]. 
 
Fig. 5 
Henrikas Kebeikis, Lietuvos tiltu istorija ikonografijoje. Tiltai per Neries Mazuju intaku (su Nerimi) 
pabaseinio upes, Kaunas: Kebeikis Collection, 2010, p. 46 
<http://www.genealogy.lt/album/main.php?g2_itemId=19039>, [accessed 18.04.2015]. 
 
Fig. 6 
Goroda i pamiatniki CCCP, B. Anikin. Most, 2013. 
<http://waystars.ru/il60>, [accessed 20.04.2015].  
 
Fig. 7 
Napolenonas Petrulis, Bronius Vysniauskas, Pramone ir Statyba (Industry and Construction), 1952, 
cast iron, Kalvariju st., Vilnius, unique object code: 23573. 
Photograph by Vilnius Tourist Information Centre, 2015.  
<http://www.vilnius-tourism.lt/en/tourism/places-to-visit/monuments/zaliasis-tiltas/>, [accessed 
20.04.2015].  
 
Fig. 8 
Bernardas Bučas, Petras Vaivada, Zemes Ukis (Agriculture), 1952, cast iron, Kalvariju st., Vilnius, unique 
object code: 23574. 
Photograph by Kelly Hignett, 2012.  
<https://thevieweast.files.wordpress.com/2012/09/100_4533.jpg>, [accessed 20.04.2015]. 
 109  
Fig. 9 
Bronius Pundzius, Taikos Sargyboje (Gurading Peace), 1952, cast iron, Kalvariju st., Vilnius, unique object 
code: 23575. 
Photograph by Vilnius Tourist Information Centre, 2015.  
<http://www.vilnius-tourism.lt/en/tourism/places-to-visit/monuments/zaliasis-tiltas/>, [accessed 
20.04.2015].  
 
Fig. 10 
Jonas Mikenas, Mokslo Jaunimas (Youth of Education), 1952, cast iron, Kalvariju st., Vilnius, unique 
object code: 23576. 
Photograph by V. Sciavinskas, 2011. 
<http://www.lrytas.lt/-13096022741309541422-kult%C5%ABrininkai-v%C4%97l-primins-savivaldybei-
kad-%C5%BEaliojo-tilto-skulpt%C5%ABros-gri%C5%ABva.htm>, [accessed 20.04.2015].  
  
Fig. 11 
Kulturos paveldo departamentas prie Kulturos ministerijos, Zaliasis tiltas su skulpturomis, website 
screenshot, 2015. 
< http://kvr.kpd.lt/heritage>, [accessed 20.04.2015] 
 
Fig. 12 
Made in Vilnius, Peticija Uz Vilniu be balvonu, 2014. 
<http://www.madeinvilnius.com/lt/gyvenimas/peticija-uz-vilniu-be-balvonu/i/>, [accessed 
20.05.2015] 
 
Fig. 13 
Photographs by Julius Kalinskas, 15min.lt, 2015. 
<http://www.15min.lt/naujiena/aktualu/lietuva/paveldo-saugotojai-neleido-griauti-vilniaus-zaliaji-
tilta-darkanciu-komunistiniu-skulpturu-56-484043#_>, [accessed 20.05.2015]. 
 
Fig. 14 
LT Life, Zaliojo tilto skulpturos gali kelti gresme pestiesiems, Ltlife.lt, 2015. 
<http://www.ltlife.lt/news/641/20/zaliojo-tilto-skulpturos-gali-kelti-gresme-pestiesiems>, [accessed 
20.05.2015]. 
 
Fig. 15 
Antanas Sutkus, Sudie, partijos draugai! (Good-bye Party Comrades!), 1991, 60 x 50cm, Modern Art 
Centre Vilnius. 
<http://www.mmcentras.lt/kuriniai/sudie-partijos-draugai-vilnius/5401>, [accessed 28.05.2015]. 
 
Fig. 16 
Top picture: 
Kiev Ukraine news blog, Ukrainian Crowds Topple Lenin Statue (Again), 2014. 
<http://news.kievukraine.info/2014/09/ukrainian-crowds-topple-lenin-statue.html>, [accessed 
28.05.2015]. 
Picture below:  
Maxim Golubchikov, Demotix, Protesters topple, decapitate Lenin statue in Kiev, New York Post, 2013. 
<http://nypost.com/2013/12/08/protesters-topple-decapitate-lenin-statue-in-kiev/>, [accessed 
28.05.2015]. 
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Fig. 17 
Top picture: 
Andrius Vaitkevicius, Pamirstos ir nusiurusios Zaliojo tilto skulpturos, Alfa.lt, 2010. 
<http://www.alfa.lt/straipsnis/10379033/pamirstos-ir-nusiurusios-zaliojo-tilto-skulpturos>, [accessed 
28.05.2015].  
Picture below:   
Ruslanas Kondsratjevas, Balsas.lt, Parlamento gynejas Zaliojo tilto skulpturas pampuose grandinemis, 
Tv3.lt, 2014. 
<http://www.tv3.lt/naujiena/814860/parlamento-gynejas-zaliojo-tilto-skulpturas-papuose-
grandinemis>, [accessed 28.05.2015].  
 
Fig. 18  
Picture on the left: 
Vytene Stasaityte, Protestas pries sovietines skulpturas ant Zaliojo tilto, Alfa.lt, 2008. 
<http://www.alfa.lt/straipsnis/187437/protestas-pries-sovietines-skulpturas-ant-zaliojo-tilto>, 
[accessed 28.05.2015]. 
Picture on the right: 
Alkas.lt, Karaliauciuje pagrasinta Lietuvos prezidentei, 2015. 
<http://alkas.lt/2015/02/08/karaliauciuje-pagrasinta-lietuvos-prezidentei/>, [accessed 28.05.2015]. 
 
Fig. 19 
Top picture: 
Photograph by Ruth Firmenich, Estonia, Trial on the events of April 2007 in Tallinn, 2008. 
<http://www.sahra-
wagenknecht.de/en/article/266.estonia_trial_on_the_events_of_april_2007_in_tallinn.html>, 
[accessed 28.05.2015]. 
Picture below: 
Victor Yasmann, Monument dispute with Estonia gets dirty, 2007. 
<http://www.rferl.org/content/article/1347550.html>, [accessed 28.05.2015]. 
 
Fig. 20 
Picture on the left: 
Visit Lithuania Travel Agency, Grutas Park, 2001-2015. 
<http://www.visitlithuania.net/sightseeing-in-lithuania/lithuania/of-the-beaten-track/1255-grutas-
park-6-hours-115-km-from-vilnius>, [accessed 01.06.2015]. 
Picture on the right: 
Andreas Moser, Grutas Park – a Museum of Falsification of History, The Happy Hermit, 2013. 
<https://andreasmoser.wordpress.com/2013/02/21/grutas-park-museum/>, [accessed 13.06.2015]. 
 
Fig. 21 
Hungarian Tourism PLC, Memento Park, visit-hungary.com, 2012. 
<http://visit-hungary.com/memento-park?folderID=81591>, [accessed 13.06.2015]. 
 
Fig. 22 
Top picture: 
The List Blog Top 10, 10 Bizarre Mock Nobel Prize Winners, listzblog.com, 2010. 
<http://www.listzblog.com/top_ten_bizarre_mock_nobel_prize_winners_list.html> [accessed 
01.06.2015]. 
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Picture below: 
Micael W. Sherman, Stephen, Gruto parkas, Beyond Thunderdome: Iron Curtain 2k6, lukashenko 
blogspot, 2006. 
<http://lukashenko.blogspot.com/2006/10/gruto-parkas.html>, [accessed 13.06.2015]. 
 
Fig. 23 
Top picture: 
AFP photo, Petras Malukas, People play roles, swiatowidz.pl, 2011. 
<http://swiatowidz.pl/2011/09/z-powrotem-w-zsrr/attachment/3422/>, [accessed 13.06.2015]. 
Picture below: 
Holiday.by, Parki, kotorije nas razebiniajum. Gruto Parkas i linija Stalina, Holiday.by blog, 2012. 
<http://www.holiday.by/blog/555>, [accessed 13.06.2015]. 
 
Fig. 24 
Both pictures from the exhibition catalogue:  
Liane Lang, Monumental Misconceptions: a journey through sculptural Budapest, The Gallery Soho, 2010. 
<http://www.lianelang.com/exhibitions.html>, [accessed 13.06.2015]. 
 
Fig. 25 
Deimantas Narkevicius, The Role of the Lifetime, 2003, Film, Super 8 mm, 8 mm, 35 mm, shown as video, 
projection, black and white and colour and sound (mono), duration: 16 minutes, Tate collection. 
Picture from: Susan Eyre, Personal Space, eyreheadart: a view from inside an artist’s head, 2013. 
<https://susaneyre.wordpress.com/2013/10/27/personal-space/>, [accessed 13.06.2015]. 
 
Fig. 26 
Deimantas Narkevicius, The Head, 2007, 35 mm film transferred to video, colour and black/white, 
sound, 12 minutes, donated to the Museo Reina Sofia. 
Picture:  
Deimantas Narkevicius, Galva (The Head), Kaunas International Film Festival archive, 2015. 
<http://kinofestivalis.lt/en/films/The-Head>, [accessed 13.06.2015]. 
 
Fig. 27 
Deimantas Narkevicius, Once in the XX Century, 2004, 16mm film transferred to video, colour and 
sound, 8 minutes, MoMA collection, the installation view at the Museo Reina Sofia, Madrid. 
Top picture from:  
Deimantas Narkevicius, Performing Histories, arttattler.com archive, 2012.  
<http://arttattler.com/archiveperforminghistories.html>, [accessed 13.06.2015]. 
Picture below: 
Deimantas Narkevicius, Once in the XX Century, Galerie Barbara Weiss, 2015. 
<http://galeriebarbaraweiss.de/index.php?w=aws&id=4&wid=310>, [accessed 13.06.2015]. 
 
Fig. 28 
Kristina Norman, After-War, 2009, Bronze Soldier Golden replica, Center for Contemporary Arts, 
Estonia. 
Top picture from: 
Kristina Norman, After-War, re-title international contemporary art, 2009 
<http://www.re-title.com/artists/Kristina-Norman.asp>, [accessed 18.06.2015]. 
Picture below: 
Kristina Norman, After-War, kristinanorman.ee, 2009. 
<http://www.kristinanorman.ee/after-war/>, [accessed 18.06.2015]. 
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Fig. 29 
David Cerny, Pink Tank, 1991, 1000 x 400 x 350, tank, paint.     
Top picture: 
Paxus, The Tanks are Rolling Out…, funologist.org, 2014. 
<http://funologist.org/2014/04/05/the-tanks-are-rolling-out/>, [accessed 18.06.2015]. 
Picture below: 
David Cerny, Pink Tank, artaspoliticalvoice.weebly.com. 
<http://artaspoliticalvoice.weebly.com/david-cerny.html>, [accessed 18.06.2015].  
 
Fig. 30 
Folksomy, Bulgarians repeatedly vandalise Soviet monuments in protest, folksomy.co, 2014. 
<http://folksonomy.co/?keyword=16564>, [accessed 18.06.2015]. 
 
Fig. 31 
Remigijus Pipyne RG-Studio, Grazu, Facebook public profile, 2014. 
<https://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=783730974970930&set=p.783730974970930&type=1&
theater>, [accessed 18.06.2015].  
 
Fig. 32 
Gediminas Urbonas, Coming or Going, 1995, bronze sculptures, metal, mirror. 
Top picture in colour: 
Delfi, Menas ir politika: Rytu Europos atvejai, delfi.lt, 2006. 
<http://www.delfi.lt/pramogos/kultura/menas-ir-politika-rytu-europos-atvejai.d?id=11036294>, 
[accessed 18.06.2015]. 
Black and white picture below: 
Laima Kreivyte, Going Public: Strategies of Intervention in Lithuania, In Interventions: Advances in Art and 
Urban Futures, Vol. 4, ed. Malcolm Miles & Tim Hall, Bristol: Intellect Books, 2005, p. 138. 
 
Fig. 33 
Kunotas Vildziunas, The Chain, 2010, steel. 
Top picture from: 
Antanas Kairys, Statue Chain (Kunotas Vildziunas 2010), Panoramio, 2011. 
<http://www.panoramio.com/photo/56001594>, [accessed 19.06.2015]. 
Picture below: 
René & Peter van der Krogt, Statues on the Green Bridge, vanderkrogt.net, 2015. 
<http://www.vanderkrogt.net/statues/object.php?record=lt060&webpage=ST>, [accessed 
19.06.2015]. 
 
Fig. 34 
Audrius Ambrasas, pictures from the project the Reduction of the Green Bridge sculptures for the Vilnius 
Steet Art Festival, 2014. 
Top picture from: 
Art news, Vilnius Steet Art festivals ikalins Zaliojo tilto skulpturas, artnews.lt, 2014. 
<http://www.artnews.lt/vilnius-street-art-festivalis-ikalins-zaliojo-tilto-skulpturas-24489>, [accessed 
19.06.2015]. 
Picture below from: 
Delfi, Zaliojo tilto skulpturoms ruosia narvus, delfi.lt, 2014. 
<http://www.delfi.lt/news/daily/lithuania/zaliojo-tilto-skulpturoms-ruosia-narvus.d?id=65606962>, 
[accessed 19.06.2015]. 
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Fig. 35 
Both pictures from: 
Alfa, Zaliojo tilto skulpturas chuliganai padabino kaukemims, alfa.lt, 2012. 
<http://www.alfa.lt/straipsnis/15063592/zaliojo-tilto-skulpturas-chuliganai-padabino-kaukemis>, 
[accessed 19.06.2015]. 
 
Fig. 36 
Liudas Parulskis, Kittens could win, 2014, photo manipulation. 
Liudas Parulskis, Kaciukai gali laimeti, 7 meno dienos, 43:1104 (2014), p. 7. 
<http://www.7md.lt/7316>, [accessed 19.06.2015]. 
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5. Abstract 
 
 
Looking at the Green Bridge monumental sculptures as the objects that represent a certain historical 
‘truth’, there has been so much concentration on the past and how artefacts disclose and manifest the 
essence of that past, that it neglects important issues on how artefacts interact with a present and 
what they signify in present conditions. The problem of the Green Bridge is complicated precisely 
because of what these four monuments represent in current political and cultural situation. The issue 
goes way beyond a ‘hot’ or ‘cold’ memory line of reasoning as many people argue that the sculptures 
again (mainly because of the recent Imperialist-nature of Russian politics in Ukraine) have become the 
signifiers of oppression, (even after 25 years of Lithuanian independence) and are offensive to the 
residents of the city, devaluating ‘truthful’ Lithuanian identity and its values. Thus, this research, 
exploring the Socialist Realist monumental position in Post-Socialist society and concentrating on the 
Green Bridge sculptural ensemble in Vilnius, is divided into three ‘colourful’ chapters. The first one, 
entitled ‘Green.’, shortly reviews the historical background of the bridge giving an overview of its 
construction and development. The second, entitled ‘Red!’, examines the monuments in their relation 
to Lithuania’s history and complicated political aspects, indicating how there are many levels of 
interpretation while analysing art objects as time-factored symbols of an entire culture. This chapter 
contains the analysis of Socialist Realist style, symbols and iconography of the sculptures. It also 
reflects on possible benefits of adding a Post-colonial discourse to the subject, looks closer into 
Lithuanian Post-Socialist identity and traumatic collective memory while also indicating the dangers 
of a narrow two-sided ‘preserve vs. remove’ polemics escalated by Lithuanian media. Chapter ‘Pink?’ 
aims to propose a wider-raging interdisciplinary approach to political art emphasizing the importance 
of contemporary artistic practices and their abilities of meaning transformation in the former USSR 
countries. Moreover, a semiotic approach and the examples of Lithuanian artists in relation to the 
subject of memory give the opportunity to debate on alternative ways of dealing with the heritage of 
a totalitarian regime in a present day Post-socialist public spaces. Finally, the conclusion ‘Plato’s Ideal 
City: Political Decisions & Objectivity in Post-Soviet Vilnius’ examines the verdict made by the 
Department of Cultural Heritage under the Ministry of Culture and its political aspects also 
questioning the possibility of objectivity of the solution for the indicated problem. 
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